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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1958 


Unrrep States Senate, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, 
MARKETING, AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator Milton R. Young, 
presiding. 

Present: Senator Young. 

Senator Youne. The committee will come to order. 

The hearing this morning concerns several bills introduced on wheat 
price supports and other programs dealing with wheat. 

Mr. Secretary, I wonder if you would be prepared to comment on 
the Department’s position with respect to S. 2977 and S. 2980. I think 
they are identical. Will you state the Department’s position on that 
or would you rather file a report? 


STATEMENT OF HON. MARVIN L. McLAIN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. McLarn. Senator Young, on the House side we have been hav- 
ing several meetings to try to get a better understanding of what the 
wheat farmers and farm leaders and the Congressmen in the areas of 
the wheat part of the country want in amending this feed-wheat bill 
that was passed a year ago. ‘Tentlionr that is what both of these are on, 
is that right? 

Senator Youne. It has to do with the feed-wheat bill with regard 
to regulations and quotas. 

Mr. McLarn. This has to do with overplanting, hasn’t it? 

Senator Youne. That is right. 

Mr. McLatn. We had the understanding that these provisions that 
were put in the feed-wheat bill a year ago were acceptable to every- 
ees That is why we went along with it. We soon found out, after 
the bills became law, that we had some people that weren’t very happy 
about them. I immediately told the people that contacted me, includ- 
ing several Congressmen, and 1 or 2 Senators, that if they were not 
what the wheat farmers wanted, we would certainly look with favor 
upon ee them when the next session started, to do what they 
wanted. 

We have been working on the House side here for several days. 
Mr. Manwaring has been over there. Larry, maybe you ought to 
up here and indicate what we have done over on the House side, 

ot that that necessarily makes any difference as to what you people 
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do on the Senate side, but I think if we could get something over 
there, that probably it might get approval over here. 

Senator Youne. I understand another bill is being introduced to- 
day on the Senate side, which has a little different approach and one 
which I think I may support. Personally, I don’t believe I could 
support either one of the others pending before this committee. 

r. McLatn. With your permission, let Mr. Manwaring, who at- 
tended the hearing yesterday on the House side, indicate what he 
thinks they are going to come out with, and then we can go from 
there. Will that be all right? 

Senator Youne. Yes. I wish you would make a report as soon as 
you can on the new bill to be introduced on the Senate side. 

Mr. McLaxy. Who will introduce it? The one by Senator 
Schoeppel ? 

Senator Youne. Yes, sir; I think he plans to introduce one. 

All right, we will hear from Mr. Manwaring with regard to these 
bills. 


STATEMENT OF H. LAURENCE MANWARING, DEPUTY ADMINISTRA- 
TOR FOR PRODUCTION ADJUSTMENT, COMMODITY STABILIZATION 
SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Manwartne. There appeared to be two problems in connec- 
tion with the operation of this new legislation that was passed with 
the Feed Wheat Act. One of them had to do with the lateness of 
the application of the act. Many farmers planted, not knowing about 
the provisions of the law. Therefore they were caught with the neces- 
sity of having their allotments reduced somewhat because of their 
overplanting. 

One other problem is that under the new act, there is no provision 
for a farmer to store his wheat if he is out of compliance and thereby 
avoid the reduction in his allotment. 

We discussed several bills over there. One of them proposed that 
we apply the new act beginning with the 1959 crop, rather than with 
the 1958 me 

Senator Youne. If you took that appoach, I hope you would ad- 
vise the spring-wheat farmers how it would affect them because 
many of them would want to increase their acreage. 

Mr. Manwartne. We took the position that if we were going to 
go that way, it should be applied to the spring-wheat farmers because 
it was. manifestly unfair to let the winter-wheat farmers take ad- 
vantage of that and not give it to the spring-wheat farmers. 

Senator Youne. Yes. 

Mr. Manwartinc. We have objected to the provisions of the past 
law because constantly we have seen a flow of base acreage and allot- 
ment out of the commercial area into the fringe areas and we sup- 
ported the legislation that went. through with the feed wheat bill be- 
cause it would have a tendency to stop that flow out and would get 
better compliance with the provisions of the law. 

It was left yesterday that we were to go back and attempt to do 
two things;, 1, come up with wording which would freeze the:allot- 
ments. where they are now and which, in effect, would allow us to 
factor. from the, allotment if we had an increase in national, State, 
or county, we would just factor the allotment or if we had a decrease, 





FARM PROGRAM _ 731 


factor the allotment. It would freeze it as the pattern is now in 
existence. 

Senator Young. For how long? 

Mr. Manwartna. Indefinitely. 

The other one was that we again take a look at present legislation 
to see if No. 1, we could find a way to bail these farmers who were in 
trouble this year, because they didn’t know of the provisions of the 
law, out. And, No. 2, to see if we could find a way that we could 
take care of this storage problem for those farmers who were in pre- 
carious areas and wnot to overplant and then store for emergency 
in the future. 

Weare looking at those at the present time. 

Senator Youne. Now, if the provisions of the law that was passed 
last year, I think, in the Anfuso bill, were postponed for a year, how 
would that effect the allotment, for say, the two principal wheat pro- 
ducing States of Kansas and North Dakota ? 

Mr. Manwarina. If we merely postponed it for a year, it would 
mean that both of those would lose acreage again for 1959. Let me 
see if I don’t havea 

Senator Youne. That is the way I had it figured out. 

Mr. Manwaring. I think I can give you the figures on it. North 
Dakota would lose 141,977 acres approximately. 

Senator Youne. That would be largely because of overseeding in 
other areas? 

Mr. Manwartne. Yes, and because of noncompliance in some coun- 
ties in other States. 

Kansas would lose about 147,547 acres, just by postponement. 

Senator Young. The one provision in the new law of last year, the 
15-acre provision—isn’t that provision all right—doesn’t that tend to 
keep from pulling acres away from the commercial States to the non- 
commercial States ? 

Mr. Manwarrina. If the provisions of law last year were allowed to 
go into effect. and to function, it would not only stop it from pulling, 
it would pull back the other way for a period of time. 

Senator Younes. Yes. Shouldn’t we have more of a penalty on 
overseeding, shouldn’t the penalty be stiffer? For example, I under- 
stand that the penalty is applied on the average yield per county. A 
larger farm which more often is more efficiently farmed usually pro- 
duces 10 bushels more per acre in many areas than the average. 

Mr. Manwarine. It is not on the county average but on the normal 
yield for the farm. But sometimes the county average is used. In 
other words, if you are out of compliance, the county committee is 
supposed to determine the norma] yield for your farm in relation to 
other farms in the county. 

Senator Younc. But you usually use the county average ? 

Mr. McLarty. Some counties. 

Mr. Manwarrne. If we find out about it, we urge them not to. In 
fact we insist that they do not use the county average unless all farmers 
in the county are average. 

Senator Youne. If this farmer produces, say, 10 bushels more per 
acre than normal yield for his farm or county average, he doesn’t 
pay much of penalty. 


. 


Mr. Manwartne. That could work out that way, I think. 
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Senator Youne. That is the way I thought it was working out. 

Mr. Manwartine. Yes. The present legislation, if allowed to go 
into effect, would apply not only a monetary penalty, but would, in 
effect, apply a penalty with respect to the allotment because it would 
cut into the farmer’s allotment, if he persists in noncompliance. 

Senator Younc. Now, there is another approach being proposed 
and that is, if a farmer overseeds his base and puts the extra amount 
he produced in bond and seals it to another year, that he shouldn’t be 
penalized on the acreage allotment for so doing. Would that ap- 
proach be acceptable ? 

Mr. Manwartinea. We are trying to find some language that would 
allow you to do that with one modification and that is that if he put 
it in storage it would not affect his allotment provided he took it out of 
storage because of either low production or reduced acreage in another 
year. We would not propose to let him carry it over to the next year 
and then pay the penalty and market it and save his allotment. We 
would not gain a thin that way but if he would put it in storage and 
then take it out by reducing his acreage in future years, or because of 
reduced production. 

Senator Younc. Either way. 

Mr. Manwartnc. Either one, we would let him out. But we would 
not let him out if he paid the penalty and marketed it because we 
would have no gain then. We are working on something of that kind. 

Senator Youna. It would seem to me that would be a better ap- 
proach than just postponing the effective date of the law. 

Mr. Manwarrnc. What we are trying to do, Senator, right at the 
present moment is this: we are trying to find a way to say to the 
farmer who was caught this year or to any farmer, for this year only 
on an emergency, because of the emergency, we are going to give you 
credit for your base, no matter what you grow. That would take care 
of your spring wheat and winter wheat boys alike. 

he law now provides as we are applying the law at the present 
time, if he had an allotment of 70 acres and he planted 80 acres, he 
would have a history of 70, rather than his 100 acre base. 

Now we are saying for this year, we will give you your base. We 
are just trying to find a way to do that. That would take care of 
the present emergency. We are trying to provide the same thing you 
were talking about here, that if you will take it and store it, even 
though you are out of compliance, if you will store it and then bring 
it out with a reduced acreage or reduced production, we will protect 
your base, too. If we could do that, the present law would not only 
then stabilize or just stop where we are and let those who have gained 
this extra acreage keep it, it would turn it back and move it back into 
the area where it belonged in the first place. 

Senator Younc. I have always felt that we have to have a rather 
strict control in the production of wheat and other commodities where 
you want a high level of support and if you have quotas, we ought 
to enforce them all over the United States. It isn’t fair to let some 
farmers overseed and penalize others. If the House bill passed, for 
example, my producers who are hard hit by small quotas perhaps 
would be better off to study the new law and consider overseeding 
themselves. I don’t think it would be fair to them unless I did advise 
them of the certain advantages to farmers who overseed. 





FARM PROGRAM 733 


Mr. Manwartine. I am almost finished, but we have some figures 
here which would indicate, Senator, that if the present law were al- 
lowed to function, with such modifications as we need to make it fair 
and to take care of this storage problem, that by 1963, a total of 
244.780 acres would have moved back into North Dakota, , Kansas 
would come back. About 109,000 acres would move back into that 
area. 

Senator Youne. If the law is passed: to permit it to operate? 

Mr. Manwarina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McLain. Let me say this, Senator Young. The Department 
doesn’t like to get in the middle in this thing any more than we have 
to. We would like to do what the majority of wheat farmers and 
wheat Congressmen and Senators want done, depending on whether 
we can find out what that is. But sometimes it is pretty hard to 
find out. We are sympathetic to getting it resolved and we are not; 
we were accused of having promoted the bill that went through last 
year, which just isn’t quite the truth. We went along with it, because 
we thought everybody that was going to be affected was for it pretty 
much, And then we found out all of a sudden after it got on the 
statute books and many found out what it was going to do to them, 
they weren’t for it. I have had several Congressmen tell me that 
voted for it they didn’t know what was in it. 

I don’t suppose you ever do that. 

Does that answer the question ? 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Did you have any comments to make, Mr. McLain, on any other 
pending bills, the one affecting price supports for wheat? 

Mr. McLarty. Of course we have had some freeze bills introduced 
that would affect wheat and put the support rate for 1958 where it 
was in 1957. Obviously we in the Department could not support 
that. I do not know how far it will get but I think for the record 
we ought to indicate that we think that the statute, the way it is oper- 
ating and the supply of wheat, the way it was, we set the support level 
in accordance with the statute. We don’t feel that in line with the 
other recommendations we have made, it would be wise to try to 
freeze the support level in 1958 to where it was in 1957. 

Now, we have a bill introduced in California, it is Senate 3120, that 
we haven’t gotten our report up on yet. But I was told that you 
wanted some comment from the Department on it. This is a bill that 
would, in a little area of California, because of certain conditions and 
certain background in that area, permit durum wheat to be planted 
without restrictions in 1958 without any price support whatever. 

I do not know what your reaction to this bill would be. Of course, 
let me say this, we are sympathetic to the producers that are in that 
area who have a an difficult problem because of their circumstances, 
and we are sympathetic with their desire to produce durum wheat. 
They at least try to convince us that they could do it very efficiently 
and would be very happy to do it without any price support what- 
ever and that they would fisive an outlet for the wheat in the California 
area that probably would not offset the wheat that might be raised 
in your area. 

I am not sure about that, but that is at least the assumption that 
some of them have out there. We are sympathetic to the problem that 
these people have. We in the Department think this would set quite 

22062—58—pt. 5——-2 








734 FARM PROGRAM 


& dangerous precedent for a crop like wheat, which has marketing 
‘quotas on it, to pick out an isolated area and start doing this. We 
will come forward here very shortly, within the next 2 or 3 days, I 
hope, with a firm report on this bill, but it is our feeling that there are 
‘a good many drawbacks connected with doing it. 

ou are well aware, I am sure, that the supply of durum wheat 
now is pretty ample and you are well aware, also, of where the price 
of durum wheat has gone. I would think that people in other areas 
that could raise durum wheat might have a lot of reservations about 
a bill of this kind. We will come forward with a firm report from 
the Department sometime this next week on it. 

Senator Youne. Ordinarily, I would strenuously oppose any legis- 
iation of this kind that didn’t cover all the areas of the United States 
which have a history of durum wheat production. If it could be lim- 
ited to this area and there was no prospect of other areas being in- 
cluded afterward, or problems arising of that character, I think I 
would be inclined to support it because it does have quite a little merit. 
As I understand it, this is the only area out there that can raise good 
durum wheat and it would only involve a total of about 20,000 acres 
or something of that amount. They have a market in Los Angeles 
and San Francisco that cannot easily be supplied by durum wheat 
producing areas such as ours in North Dakota. 

All these farmers are veterans who settled there on the lottery deal : 
it is a reclamation project and too they are having trouble with some 
of their other crops. So, on a 1-year basis and with small limitation 
of acreage and with the assurance there would not be other problems 
or similar requests being made from other areas of the United States, 
1 think I would be inclined to go along with it. 

Mr. McLaty. What would you say to another group in another year 
ihat insisted they had the same conditions after you had done this? 

Senator Youne. I doubt if there is another area in the United 
States that can produce good quality durum wheat. Over the years 
it has been limited almost entirely to North Dakota and the surround- 
ing area. About 90 percent of all the durum wheat has been produced 
in North Dakota. This area is actually like the Tulle Lake area in 
California. It has the same kind of climate with maybe little more 
frequent frosts. They have a frost almost every month of the year. 
The soil is right and so on, I doubt if there is another area in the 
United States that could produce good quality durum wheat. If 
there was, it would present a problem. 

Mr. McLarty. The reason I raised the question, we have a good 
many cotton growers, for instance. They are operating under mar- 
keting quotas, too. They would be very happy to have this done for 
cotton. They would like to give up price support and everything 
else to get, out from under.marketing quotas. 

We have areas of hard spring quality wheat that would be happy 
to do this, too, as long as they could operate, of course, under the um- 
brella of a program that would keep the price up.. This does, as you 
well realize, Senator Young, set some precedents that are pretty diffi- 
cult when you start sorting out one group of people, handle them dif- 
ferently than others. 

I grant, as you have said, that this is a very peculiar situation and 
the way the area was set up. We will have our firm recommendation 
on it sometime this next week. 
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Senator Youne. All right. 

Mr. McLain, I believe that covers all the bills we have here this 
morning. 

Mr. McLarn. You are very kind, Mr. Chairman, and very tolerant. 

Senator Youne. Of course, I disagree with you on some things such 
as freezing price supports for wheat at last year’s level. 

Mr. McLarn. I was led to believe because I had no comment from 
you that you didn’t disagree. 

Senator Youne. I do disagree on some things such as price supports. 

Mr. McLarn. Any of these other bills that we have that have come 
down to us, we will get reports up on. We wish very much on this 
first one that we discussed that we could get pretty good agreement 
among the people in the wheat area, both in the Senate and House on 
it, because we have desire only to try to do it so that it is the most 
fair to the most wheat people and we don’t like to be accused of doing 
otherwise. 

Senator Youne. I think the bills introduced in the Senate, at least 
according to the information given me by some of the sponsors that 
it would represent a better approach, are more acceptable to our area. 

Mr. McLarn. I have suggested to a good many of the wheat lead- 
ers, they are in town now, some of them may have been in the room, 
that they try hard to get you people on the Senate as well as the 
House side to get something you all agree on and we'll try very hard 
and see if we can’t go along with it. 

Senator Youne. Thank you Mr. Secretary. We are now ready to 
hear Mr. Richard C. Shipman, legislative representative of the Na- 
tional Farmers Union. 

Mr. Shipman. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. SHIPMAN, LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT, 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Sutpman. Senator Young, may I say that Mr. Leonard Ken- 
field was to have given this testimony. He came in from Montana 
and appeared before the committee the other day but he became ill last 
night so I am pinch hitting. 

My name is Richard C. Shipman. I am legislative assistant here 
in the Washington office. 

Farmers Union endorses S. 2980 introduced by Senator Carroll 
and similar bills introduced by other Members of Congress insofar 
as they correct for those wheatgrowers who planted in 1957 for 1958 
harvest an injustice arising out of the application of Public Law 203 
of the 85th Congress. 

Senator Carroll’s proposal would relieve a serious hardship to a 
great many Farmers Union members in Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, 
Nebraska, and Colorado. We know of no serious opposition to the 
intent of this legislation. 

We also strongly endorse proposed legislation which would prevent 
the wheat price-support slash already announced by Secretary of 
Agriculture Benson from going into effect. 

Senator Younes. Could I interrupt at this point? Senator Carroll's 
proposal has to do with acreage allotments, hasn’t it ’ 

Mr. Surepman. Yes. As I understand it, Senator, that is as a re- 
sult of a change of regulations which occurred after the seeding had 
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been done. In effect they started the game and then they changed the 
rules during the game. 

Senator Youne. The legislation was passed the latter part of July. 
I think there was ample time, had they been notified. I do not know 
whether they were or not but the effect of this bill would be to reduce 
the a of wheat in North Dakota and Kansas, which I think is 
very bad. 

Mr. Sutpman. May I say that Mr. Baker is out in Denver at the 
present time checking on this with our — to see what the effects 
of this would be and we had hoped to be able to put off this hearing 
until tomorrow but you had so many witnesses tomorrow—but we 
would like to, if it is possible to have the record left open so that we 
might add the result of his investigations out there. He will be here 
tomorrow, but I couldn’t wait until then. 

We realize that perhaps it does open the door a little too wide and 
there may be some other effects but we feel that this injustice to these 
farmers who planted in good faith without knowing what the acreage 
was, should be napenk in some way. It might be that the Carroll 


bill will require some amendments. 

Senator Youne. I think we will have inserted in the record at 
this point the effect the Carroll bill would have on acreage allotment 
for the various States, 

(The information is as follows:) 
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Mr. Sureman. I have some more material in the statement which, 
I think, will apply on that, Senator. 

We also strongly endorse proposed legislation which would pre- 
vent the wheat price-support slash already announced by Secretary 
of Agriculture Benson from going into effect. 

Bills which would set a $2 per bushel support price.on-the 1958 
crop of wheat would save American wheat farmers better than $208 
million income. The Secretary of Agriculture has reduced the sup- 
port floor price from $2 to $1.78 a bushel for 1958 harvest. In April 
of 1956, the President of the United States reversed the decision of 
Secretary Benson to cut the wheat price support to $1.81 and raised 
the level to $2. Now, however, it will apparently take an act of 
Congress to prevent a 22-cent-per-bushel cut.staying in effect. 

We hope the committee will act favorable on S. 3091 introduced 
by Senator Murray and 17 cosponsors and similar bills. 

We have figured out roughly what such a 22-cent-per-bushel loss 
would have cost American wheat farmers if it had taken place on 
the 1957 crop. Here, State by State, is the result. You can readily 
translate this money loss over into loss of sales of industrial products, 
loss of employment, and increase in the tax costs of welfare and 
relief services. 

Need I remind you that a $200 million drop in wheat farm income 
plus a $250 million drop in dairy farm income will add a heavy down- 
ward pressure on an already depressed economy. This will add to, 
rather than reduce, the growing number of urban unemployed. 

(The information is as follows:) 


Loss in income by States expected from reduction of 22 cents in wheat price supports 


New York..-----. 4 $1, 778, 700 | Kentucky. ---.----.-_-- $896, 720 
New Jersey_--- 324, 500 | Tennessee __-_____----_-- 766, 700 
Pennsylvania. - - - 3, 134, 560 | Alabama---_-_-....---- 514, 800 
CU Be ioc ok .. 7, 246, 8001 Mississipni.*...|...2._1- 819, 720 
Indiana___- oP 7, 119, 200 | Arkansas. -__......<<=i-_- 717, 200 
Tllinois_-_-___- Le See 8, 172, 780 | Louisiana___- _- ae ese Boe 295, 680 
Miciiean......\.--.-4.- 6, 322, 580 | Oklahoma__-___--.-.-.. 9, 465, 500 
Wisepesin.......->».4. 302, 940 | ‘Texas... ...i...-.-- \ 7, 407, 180 
Minnesota___ ae 3, 471,,600 | Montana.-______.-_-- 4 18, 439, 300 
Re tS Be 347,160) Idahp.. «....-) 5.3... 9, 317, 000 
MEO ot ae 8, 313, 680}; Wyoming. _.._.-___-_- nich 1, 402, 720 
North Dakota--_-- rs 25, 991, 680 | Colorado-=~ _ 7. --_-_--- 7, 447, 880 
South Dakota-_.- ~~ -- - 8, 808, 140 | New Mexico._._______-. 431, 640 
Nebraska_____- oie : 17;.340, 620 | Arizona |. = 3% _.. -7:._-- 471, 240 
Ramee. =. o>... 32 eet ae) ee 1, 442, 980 
Dela@ep... 2s... 522+... 140, 360 | Nevada -------_- es 140, 800 
Marviand . os... S33. ---) 747, 340} Washington...____-___.- 15, 253, 260 
Virguea.. .. 3. ¢2>. ses 1, 040, 820 | Oregon... 4_--..-..1-.- 5, 893, 360 
West Virginia__- 2 - >..- 133, 980}.California_ ___.__-- 5 124, 520 
North ‘Carolina _---- ~~ -- 1, 463, 006 —__——_—_—_ 
South Carolina__-_----- 772, 200 United States__»__ 208, 362, 440 
Georgia ____--_- 406, 560 


Mr. Surpman. As members of the committee know, the wheat 
referendum on 1958 wheat-marketing quotas was held June 20, 1957. 
Wheatgrowers cast their ballots in the referendum in accordance with 
the decisions they had made upon the basis of the rules respecting 
wheat marketing quotas that were then in effect. The rules in effect at 
that time did not require a reduction in wheat base acreage of a pro- 
ducer, if that producer should plant more acres of wheat than his 
acreage allotment. 
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In large areas of the winter wheat region, wheatgrowers have just 
lived through 5 to 7 years of severe drought. Consequently, when 
moisture conditions improved in the summer and fall of 1957, many 
of these growers voted in favor of marketing quotas with the intention 
of overplanting the allotment and sealing the normal yield of the 
excess acres. In doing so, they did not expect to be subjected later to 
then unexpected additional penalties for overplanting. 

Public Law 203 was not approved until August 28; 1957, well after 
the referendum. Many winter wheat producers had already made 
plans for their 1958 crop. The Secretary of Agriculture’s new regula- 
tions did not get translated into field procedure manual for almost 2 
months. Individual growers were not notified of the new rules until 
early in November. This was the date on letters sent out by county 
farmer committees in Colorado. By that time all winter wheat pro- 
ducers had planted their wheat acres for 1958 harvest. 

It is a clear provision of Anglo-Saxon common law and of the 
United States Constitution that private property cannot be taken by 
Government by ex post facto legislation. While the rules regulating a 
quota program may not be a clear case of private property, the equity 
of the situation is similar. In our opinion, the law does not require 
the Secretary to make the regulations retroactive. However, he has 
seen fit to do so and insists that the only remedy is to pass a new law. 

Senator Youne. In this case I don’t think the Secretary of Agri- 
culture was responsible. This is a law passed by Congress and he 
had no alternative but to put it into effect. He might have been slow 
in getting out the information to producers, to county committees, and 
to farmers, but I think he had no alternative but to put it into effect. 

Mr. Suipman. The only question, Senator, is that the farmers don’t 
know about it. As you know, they keep their noses pretty close to the 
grindstone out on the farm there, especially during harvest, and they 
don’t know what the Congress is doing. So the regulations didn’t 
reach them until late. 

Senator Young. The Congress, I think, underrates the farmers’ in- 
genuity in being able to bypass regulations, sometimes. This law has 
stood up for years and years. The farmers in just the last 2 years 
found a way to overplant without being penalized. 

‘Mr. Sutpman. I will have to admit that there are some who will 
find ways. of getting around the matter, but I think the vast majority 
are sincere in wanting to create a law which is good for all ofous. 
Of course there are a few chiselers. Those are the ones the regula- 
tions are made for, of course, but the rules of the wheat referendums 
have indicated that the vast majority of the farmers are willing to 
accept some kind of regulations which are fair and just to everyone: 

We suggest the committee may wish to incorporate the intentions 
of this bill along with the bills restoring the 1958 support levél to 
$2, the hold-the-line milk bills, and emergency legislation needed by 
other commodities into a comprehensive draft for floor consideration 
and early. enactment. If separate, comprehensive, hold-the-line 
emergency legislation does not seem feasible, we hope you can include 
these emergency bills in the long-range, comprehensive, one-package 
bill that your committee contemplates. 

Senator Younc. Your trouble would be this: That package bill, 
at best, probably wouldn't be approved by Congress until May or June 
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and if this new law was postponed, or operation of it postponed until 
that long, the spring-wheat producers would not know what to do. 
I think they ought to be advised, if the provisions of the law are going 
to be postponed. The wheat producers of the spring-wheat area 
would be very foolish in that event if they, too, didn’t overseed. If 
they don’t overseed, they are going to lose more acreage again. The 
only way they can hold their present allotted acres, if the provisions 
of law are postponed, is to greatly overseed their acreage. They 
would be awfully foolish in my judgment if they didn’t greatly over- 
seed this year in order not only to keep the old acreage but try and 
increase it, as other areas are doing. . 

Mr. Suipman. It is true that on acres assumes great importance 
in the operations of any wheat farmers. 

Senator Youne. There wasn’t 1 wheat farmer in 10,000 who knew 
if he overseeded his base he tended to increase his allotment. But 
if he planted less than his base but over his quota he tended to lose 


acreage. 

I do not think many ASC committeemen knew that, either. 

_ Mr. Surpman. Mr. Chairman, we are assuming that passage of 
Senator Carroll’s bill will not open the wheat program in 1958 to 
unlimited wheat plantings nor the acquisition of additional base 
acreage by the 15-30 acre growers who plant only for feeding on their 
own farms. 

What we are suggesting is that the legislation be restricted to the 
minimum change needed in the law to correct the injustice to winter- 
heat. growers in 1958 and that no other changes be made in this con- 
nection with Public Law 203 of the 85th Congress at this time. We 
supported enactment of Public Law 203 not knowing that it would 
not be placed into effect until after some winter-wheat farmers had 
already planted their crops for 1958 harvest. We believe that such 
cpomens are the only ones who are unfairly affected by the new law. 

Ve believe that the 1958 injustice be corrected and the remainder 
of the law be allowed to stand. 

Senator Youne. I think there is some injustice and a way can be 
found to help him without doing injury to other wheat-producing 
areas. 

Mr. Sureman. Thank you, Senator, for the opportunity. Do I 
understand, then, that the record is open for further additions 
tomorrow ? 

Senator Youne. I don’t know how much longer, but tomorrow at 
least. 

Mr. Surpman. I did not mean that we would appear before you, 
but could we insert something in the record ? 

Senator Young. Yes. 

Mr. Sureman. Thank you very much. 

Senator Young. Is there anything further ? 

If not, the meeting is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 10:50 a. m., the committee recessed until Friday, 
February 28, 1958, at 10 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1958 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF AGRICULTURAL PropUCcTION, 
MaRKETING AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m. in room 324, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D. C., Senator Ellender, presiding. 
Present: Senators Ellender (chairman of the committee); Aiken, 
and Young. 
Senator Evtenver. The subcommittee will come to order. 
I wish to present for the record a joint statement by Senators War- 
ren G. Magnuson and Henry M. Jackson, Senators from the State of 
Washington. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. WARREN G. MAGNUSON AND HON. HENRY M. 
JACKSON, UNITED STATES SENATORS FROM THE STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity to file a statement 
with your committee in support of S. 3091, the bil we have cospon- 
sored with Senator Murray and 16 other Senators to maintain wheat 
price supports at $2 per bushel. 

Wheat price supports must be maintained at $2 a bushel if we are 
to save thousands of wheat farmers from additional hardship and the 
Nation’s economy from further decline. 

We are convinced that the estimates are correct that show the 
Nation’s wheat farmers will lose approximately $200 million if the 
Benson cut is not countermanded c Congress. Washington State 
wheat farmers alone stand to lose $15 million. 

We cannot overemphasize the importance to the rest of the economy 
of maintaining farm purchasing power. Surely, it is not necessary 
to remind this committee that one of the important contributing fac- 
tors to the great depression of the 1930’s was the loss of farm pur- 
chasing power. 

Additional cuts in wheat prices, piled on top of already falling 
farm income, will further depress the economy and will add to the 
ranks of the unemployed, 

It is important to remember, also, that 41 percent of America’s 
labor force is involved in production, marketing and distribution of 
farm products, or work to produce farm machinery. 

If our farm income and farm purchasing power continue to decline, 
not only will our farmers reap hardships that are not of their own 
making, but the cost to the Nation in terms of reduced business, unem- 
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ployment and welfare and relief payments will be far greater than 
the cost of maintaining farmers’ prices at a living level. 

Senator ELLenpver. All right, Senator Kuchel. 

Mr. Tapraan. Mr. Chairman, Senator Kuchel is appearing before 
the Subcommittee on Appropriations this morning, and I wonder if 
I might have permission to introduce the two people here who are 
on this bill. 

My name is Francis Tappaan; I am legislative assistant to Senator 
Kuchel. 

On behalf of Senator Kuchel, I would request permission to put a 
statement in the record concerning S. 3120. I will supply copies if you 
want them. 

Senator Exrenper. Without objection, this statement will be 
printed in the record at this point as though read. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


The Tulelake Basin of northern California consists of 63,000 acres 
of land reclaimed from a former lakebed. This area is solely depend- 
ent on agriculture for its livelihood. There is no industry of any kind 
in the Tulelake Basin. World War I and II veterans homesteaded 
the area. 

Prior to 1952, the two principal crops grown in the area were malt- 
ing barley and potatoes. In 1952 durum wheat was introduced. This 
crop has since proven itself as one of the few crops which offer any 
promise of alleviating a serious financial condition which these veterans 
are facing. 

Climatic conditions and the great distances from markets limit the 
types of crops that can be grown in Tulelake. The basin is over 4,000 
feet above sea level and is located approximately halfway between 
Portland and San Francisco. 

The University of California’s agriculture extension service has been 
asked by Tulelake farmers to assist them in finding new crops that 
could be successfully grown under these adverse conditions. As I 
stated previously, durum wheat is the only new crop that has proven 
itself adaptable to these circumstances. 

These farmers for the past 4 years have requested permission from 
the Department of Agriculture to plant durum wheat. In 1956 and 
1957 the area was included in the special durum wheat bill which gave 
each farmer permission to plant up to 45 and 30 acres respectively. 
This year farmers again asked the Department of Agriculture for a 
durum wheat acreage allotment but they were refused. 

It is interesting to note that even though there may be a surplus of 
wheat in the United States, there is a deficiency of durum wheat on 
the west coast. These people in Tulelake have developed a market for 
their durum flour in San Francisco and Los Angeles that never existed 
previously. They desire to maintain this market they have developed. 
This area will never be in competition with any other durum produc- 
ing area due to the isolated market. 

While most farming areas of the United States have acreage allot- 
ments for the production of basic crops, for all practical purposes 
Tulelake farmers have none. On the Siskiyou County side of the basin, 
°9 farmers have 108 allotted wheat acres averaging 3.2 acres per farm. 
There are 225 farms on the Siskiyou side of the Tulelake Basin: On 
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the Modoc County side of the basin 135 farmers have 438 allotted 
wheat acres averaging 3.24 acres for these farms. There are 585 farms 
on the Modoc side. If the total wheat allotments of the entire basin 
were equally divided per farm, this, would amount to seyen-tenths of 
an acre per farmer. 

Although the projected production of durum acreage probably never 
will exceed 20,000 acres, this crop is of utmost importance to this area. 
These farmers must be allowed to grow this crop to help them stay in 
farming. They have apparently exhausted every possibility of obtain- 
ing permission from the Department of Agriculture to grow the crop. 
They now ask the Congress of the United States for permission to grow 
durum without the benefits of price support. 

I urge favorable consideration of my bill on this subject. 

Mr. Tappan. Mr. James G. Stearns, one of the farmers in the area, 
and Mr. Kenneth Baghott, is with the State of California farm exten- 
sion service. 

Mr. Stearns, would you like to testify in behalf of this bill? 

Senator Exienper, Let them both sit here. We might have ques- 
tions to ask of both of them. 

All right, sir, will you identify yourself for the record. 

Mr. Stearns. My name is James G. Stearns. I am a farmer from 
the Tulelake area. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. STEARNS, CHAIRMAN, TULELAKE DURUM 
WHEAT COMMITTEE, TULELAKE, CALIF. 


Senator Etrenper. Proceed. 

Mr. Srearns. As you gentlemen know, that area was homesteaded 
by veterans of World War I and then by veterans of World War II. 

It is a very small area, a lake bed that was drained, as Senator 
Ellender has explained, by simply cutting off the water that flowed 
into the basin, and it has developed into a very rich agricultural area. 

However, there is a thing or two about it that restricts the crops 
that can be grown there. 

It is at 4,000 feet elevation, very cold in the winter and has a short 
growing season. As a result, there are not too many crops that can 
be grown. 

We have developed several good crops in the past few years. For 
instance, malting barley which is a special crop to a certain extent and 
potatoes, mostly for seed, a variety of clover for seed and a little alfalfa 
that has been grown there. That has been the size of it. 

The farm picture in the United States has made it necessary in the 
last few years to find some other crop and when the University of 
California tried to find us another crop, the principal consideration 
was some crop that had a market that we would not be saturating, 
would not be competing with as nearly as possible, and durum wheat 
for Seminola was the crop we settled on as the best one suited. 

Market conditions are such that the durum wheat that is grown 
in other areas cannot very well satisfy the west coast market, and 
what macaroni has been manfactured there has been principaled from 
our hard spring wheat, which is also in very short supply on the 
Pacific coast. So we settled on that. 

Over the past few years, we have been unable to get any sort of 
wheat acreage allotment or permission to raise it on any basis from 
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the Department of Agriculture, and we are using this little bit as the 
last meaans that we have—this bill—as an attempt to get permis- 
sion to raise it. 

Senator E.tenper. How much of that kind of wheat could you 
raise? 

Mr, Srearns. There are only 60,000 acres in the basin and figuring 
the maximum yield on it, and the fact that it would be a rotate 
crop—the cropping program makes it necessary to rotate continu- 
ally—about 15,000 acres would be the most we possibly could raise 
which is approximately a fourth of what the west coast market will 
absorb. So that the geographical boundary of the basin make it im- 
possible to—— 

Senator Extennper, Is there any other area in California that may 
be in the same position ? 

Mr. Stearns. No, there is no other area. Mr. Baghott can testify 
to that. _He is an agronomy professor at the University of Cali- 
fornia. There extensive experiments have been run by the uni- 
versity on all grains and all that durum can be grown and raised 
for seed—that is the only area in California, so near as they can de- 
termine—aand in Oregon and Washington either—where a quality 
of durum, amber durum, can be grown that is satisfactory for maca- 
roni. It ischalky every place else that they raise it. 

That is substantially right, isn’t it ? 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH G. BAGHOTT, REPRESENTING THE 
TULELAKE DURUM WHEAT COMMITTEE, TULELAKE, CALIF. 


Mr. Bacuorr. That is correct. 

Senator Ex.rener. Will you give your name for the record? 

Senator Youna. Could I ask Mr. Niche 

Senator Extenper. Let him identify himself. 

Mr. Bacuorrt. I am Kenneth Baghott, from Tulelake, Calif. I am 
with the agricultural extension service of the university. 

Senator Young, I was going to ask Mr. Stearns: 

I understand you don’t have much of a wheat base. Will you ex- 
plain the reason why you don’t have a wheat base. 

Mr. Srearns, The reason we have no wheat base is because the 
peveined grain crop there has been malt any In the Klamath 

asin malt barley is a fine, premium quality barley. But on the 
Pacific coast the areas of rice and cotton and wheat production that 
have shifted their acreages into barley have created a tremendous 
surplus of all categories of barley on the coast and the premium price 
of around $5 a hundredweight that they did receive for malt barley, 
is now $2.40, approximately the cost of production. 

Although we can still raise that fine barley, we are selling it at 
a very small premium above feed barley prices and there has never 
been a need to raise wheat there before and that is the reason that 

Senator Younc. You have been raising wheat under this special 
durum wheat legislation ? 

Mr. Srearns. Yes, we have but in my own instance I raised 15 
acres 3 years ago which is the maximum that at that time could be 
raised without an allotment. That was, of course, without supports. 

Two years ago, 45 acres under the special durum wheat legis- 
lation was put in to build it up again after the rust that went into 
our durum wheat area in the Dakotas. 
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Last year there was another special bill and I raised 30 acres which 
was the maximum. 

Senator Young. In raising durum wheat under that special legis- 
lation, as I recall, you didn’t establish any wheat history. 

Mr. Srrarns. We got no wheat history for that. 

Senator Youne. That is the point 1 wanted to bring out. The 
Tulelake was the only area outside of the spring wheat area to be made 
eligible under the special legislation—and that was because you had 
some durum wheat history in the years past, I think is the reason. 

Senator Exienper. This is a inot instance of how cross compliance 
would protect an area, You were raising a profitable crop at one 
time and then others who raised price supported crops took those acres, 
and put them into a crop competing with you. 

Mr. Srearns. Yes, 

Senator Exrtenper. How many bushels per acre are you able to 
produce ? 

Mr. Srearns. You are going to think this is a lie, Senator, but the 
30 acres that I raised this year yielded 4,060 pounds to the acre. 
Mr. Baghott’s crop was 4,700 and some pounds. 

Senator Exxenpver. Let’s put that in bushels. How many bushels 
per acre? 

Mr. Bacuorr. 60 into 4,000. 

Senator Ettenper. Over 60 bushels. 

Mr. Baeuorr. 65 bushels. 

Mr. Srearns. If this were not limited to an area, you could prac- 
tically throw a rock across, it would be a dangerous thing because the 
iand is very productive. 

Senator ELLENDER. You now have 15,000 acres that you propose to 
plant ? 

Mr. Srearns. That would be a maximum, Senator, yes. 

Senator ELLenpveEr. It is possible to put that much acreage in ? 

Mr. Stearns. Yes. 

Senator Exienper. What is your best yield in North Dakota, your 
average ? 

Senator Youne. Last year’s average yield was a little better than 
18 bushels per acre. That is far better than the 5-year average. 

Senator ELtenper. Far better. What would be the 5-year average, 
do you think ? 

Senator Youna. I wouldn’t know. 

Senator Ex,enper. About 15 bushels? 

Senator Youne. Fourteen or fifteen bushels. 

Senator Arken. You had bad years there. 

Senator ELtenper. In other words, the planting of wheat in this 
area would be equal to over 60,000 acres planted in your area? 

Mr. Bacuorr. Senator, we can’t average 4,000 pounds an acre. I 
think we have figured all 

Senator ELtenprer. You would be surprised if you get a price for 
it how farmers will maybe grow 75 bushels. 

Mr. Stearns. This figure of 110 million plus pounds is the approxi- 
mate requirement of the 3 Pacific Coast States and this is the maxi- 
mum figure. 

Senator ELtenper. When you say this, you mean 85——— 

Mr. Stearns. This 85 million pounds. 

Senator Extenper. Put the figures in the record. 
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Mr. Srearns. 85 million pounds is the university’s estimate of the 
maximum amount of durum wheat that could possibly be produced in 
the area where the entire 60,000 acres are put in which, as I say, with 
our cropping program—there is one other factor that is important 
here. 

This durum wheat to be produced in our area, and to get the amber 
quality necessary for milling, will grow actually on about 45,000 acres 
of that area, and it requires a very fertile land and lots of water. The 
yield and the quality seem to go together on it. 

It fits into the rotation program right behind potatoes because there 
is heavy carryover of fertilizer behind the potatoes and that quality 
in the ground increases the protein of the barley and pretty much 
ruins the barley for malting but does exactly the opposite on the 
wheat. It raises the protein but it improves it for iilling. 

So, practically what we would have every year is the number of 
acres in durum wheat that were in potatoes last year and that figure 
varies from eight to fourteen thousand acres, doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Bacuorrt. 12,000 acres. 

Mr. Srearns. Eight to twelve thousand acres. 

So, very little wheat will be produced upon land that did not pro- 
duce potatoes last year, because after those people have raised it and 
experimented with it now, they find they cannot get a high enough 
fertilizer application in the ground to get the quality necessary to 
make the milling durum wheat out of it. It goes chalky on them and 
the yield off too, if they don’t follow that potatoes. 

So, in actual practice the way it is going to fall, is just that way, 
behind last year’s potatoes. 

Senator Youne. Would you be willing to have a limit on the num- 
ber of acres specified in the bill that could be planted to durum ? 

Mr. Stearns. Yes, we would, Senator, because we applied for 20,000 
acres to the Department of Agriculture which, for a variety of rea- 
sons, they were unable to grant. 

We were late making application from the wheat acreage reserve. 
We would be willing to limit it, yes. 

However, I think that the geographical limitations are there, are 
more than adequate. 

Senator Exrenper. But is there any limitation in the bill that you 
are now presenting? 

Mr. Bacnorr. We ask for no supports, just let us plant it. 

Mr. Srearns. Limit it to the Tulelake Irrigation District. 

You remember where the waterline, the meander line, was. The 
old waterline is the old boundary line of the district on all boundaries 
except the north and there it is a State line. So less than the lakebed 
is involved. 

This bill is tied to the Tulelake Irrigation District. 

Senator ELtenver. You stated in answer to a question by Senator 
Young, you would be willing to put a limitation on that. 

Now, since it is not anticipated to plant more than 15,000 acres—— 

Mr. Srearns. Yes. 

Senator ELLenver. It would be that or less. 

Mr. Srearns. Yes. 

Senator E.ttenper. All right. 

Mr. Stearns. We would be entirely willing to put that on there. 
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The administration of it, and who would say who got the acreage 
and so forth, would be a mechanical proposition that I suppose the 
Department could work out. I presume that they could. 

But it would not change the effect; nor would it, I think, vary the 
acreage at all. 

Senator Young. Just one more question. All of the farmers are 
veterans, are they ? 

Mr. Srearns. I think all of the people who got the land by home- 
stead in the first place were veterans and possibly 5 percent of those 
people now, in the course of buying and selling, possibly 5 percent 
would not be veterans, but 95 percent at least would be. Most all of 
them are in the same category that I am, myself. 

Senator Youne. World War II veterans? 

Mr. Srearns. World War I and World War IT. 

Senator ELLENpErR. How much did you get for your wheat? 

Mr. Srearns. The price we sold for this year was about $4.05 a 
hundredweight f. o. b. Vallejo, which figured to $3.40 back net to the 
farmer ; so it is a profitable crop. 

Senator ELtenper. Very profitable. 

Mr. Stearns. We have no profitable crop now. 

In this brief, there are cost studies by the university which show 
that none of the crops we presently are raising are profitable. My own 
experience will testify to that. 

Senator ELLENpER. They were profitable at one time ? 

Mr. Stearns. Yes, they definitely were. 

Of all the areas the Bureau of Reclamation has homesteaded, this 
they consider to be the finest land and definitely the most desirable. 
And up until the last few years that has been the history of the basin. 

Senator ELtenper. If my recollection treats me well, I remember 
of some effort being made to get more land in that area. I think it 
was 2 or 3 years ago. 

Mr. Stearns. There is an effort now to homestead more of that land. 
However, the land is presently in crop. 

Senator Extenper. I understand. 

Mr. Stearns. And is producing. 

Senator ELLeNper. But to get more, to broaden, to get more than 
the 60,000 acres—— 

Mr. Bacuort. There is no more land; that is the limit of the land. 

Mr. Stearns. There isno more, There is 15,000 acres. 

Senator Extxtenper. Isn’t there some other lake in that locality? 

Mr. Srearns. Lower Klamath Lake is there and the area you prob- 
ably are thinking of is Butte Valley. 

Senator ELtenper. Some other area nearby that they wanted to 
treat in the same manner as to Tulelake area, 

Mr. Srearns. To homestead ? 

Senator ELienper. To develop. 

Mr. Stearns. The area you are thinking of is Butte Valley which 
is a contiguous area. I am pretty well acquainted with that. This 
came up in the Oregon-Klamath River compact negotiations estab- 
lishing a water supply and proposing to extend the Klamath project 
to include Butte Valley. 

That compact as adopted by the two States after the commissions— 
I was a member of that, incidentally, that wrote that compact—as 
agreed to by the States and as passed by the last Congress, recog- 
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nized that it was a near enough area that it should have a water 
supply from the Klamath River and if it was developed as a part 
of the Klamath project, that is where the water would come from. 

Now, there is about 12,000 acres in Butte Valley that is presently 
oo land that could be homesteaded under the same proposal is 
this. 

However,—— 

Senator Extenper. Would it produce the same kind of crops as 
the Tulelake region ? 

Mr. Srearns. No; so far experiments indicate that it cannot pro- 
duce this wheat. Those people do have wheat allotments incidentally 
because it has been farmed dry land. 

Those are in that brief, too, those things. 

Had we adequate allotments we would not be making this request 
now. 

Mr. Bacuorr. That is a mineral soil over in the Butte Valley ; ours 
isa muck soil. That is the difference in the two. 

Mr. Srearns. There is very little inorganic matter in that soil. 

Senator Extenper. It used to be a good duck pond at one time. 

Mr. Srearns. It still is. 

Mr. Baeuort. I think it would be interesting, Jim, if we could 
bring out to the Senators about this acreage, the allotment program. 

On page 3 it gives figures as to what each of those homesteads were, 
that you could divide the allotments, the present wheat allotments 
equally and it would give them seven-tenths of an acre per farm of 
the existing allotments. 

Mr. Srearns. Very small. 

Mr. Bacuorrt. If you could take the allotments we have now and 
divide them up with each of the farmers they would have seven- 
tenths of an acre per farmer. So it is absolutely no good to anyone. 

Mr. Srearns. About a third of the farmers have wheat allotments 
and the average is 3.2 acres per piece. 

Senator Youne. Couldn’t you plant 15 acres of wheat under the 
old act and forego price supports and sell it? 

Mr. Srearns. That is exactly what we have done up to this point, 
Senator. That is what we did 3 years ago, and forty-five 2 years ago 
and 30 last year. We have foregone the price supports on what we have 
raised there up to this point because we have raised it under that rule. 

Senator Younc. The only change that this bill would make would 
be to give some of them a little larger acreage. 

Mr. Srearns. Yes. 

Mr. Bacuorr. We would like to have enough acreage so we could 
hold the market we have developed in San Francisco, Senator. 

Senator Younc. This would give you 15,000 acres. 

Mr. Bacuorr. We won't raise 15,000 this year. 

Senator Youne. 15,000? 

Mr. Baauorrt. The total is 15,000 acres. 

Senator Ernenver. What are you raising now ? 

Mr. Bacuorr. On that land? 

Senator ELtenver. No, no, how many acres are you planting now? 

Mr. Baeuorr. We had less than 7,000 acres last year. 

Senator Exrtenper. You are getting that under present law? 

Mr. Srearns. Under last year’s law. 

Senator Eititenver. Yes, I understand. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
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Mr. Srearns. If every farmer in the basin had raised 30 acres he 
was allowed last year, there would have been a lot more than that, but 
the fact was that only this potato ground was the land that is suited 
for it. 

In my own, since I had 80 acres of potato ground that I could have 
planted to wheat last year, but I was only allowed to raise 30, so only 
30 acres of that went into wheat. 

On the other hand, I had neighbors right beside me whose rotation 
program have included no potatoes the year before and they had no 
place to raise it at all; so, as a result, they didn’t—— 

Senator Youne. Under existing law, any farmer can plant up to 15 
acres of wheat without price supports. 

Senator Exrenver. I presume all of your farmers took advantage 
of that. 

Mr. Bacuorrt. All of them that could. 

Mr. Stearns. All who had the land that given year, but the farms 
are so small, 70 acres, that they are not broken up into exact quarters 
every year. The rotation program in practice usually means that 
potatoes will be in that entire farm in one year. The next year the 
entire farm would be available for durum wheat, for example, but 
they would then raise barley on it for 2 years and put it back into 
alsike clover and then potatoes so the whole thing would be in durum 
wheat before, but it would be 5 years before durum wheat showed up 
on it again. That is the reason it is difficult to say that each man can 
have 15 acres because when it is tied down that way we don’t end up 
with very much wheat out of the whole basin. 

It is very hard to farm a 15-acre field and in my own instance I have 
about $12,000 or $15,000 worth of machinery and it is made necessary 
by that rotation program. 

I still have to borrow from my neighbors to make it go around. You 
cannot have a full set of machinery for a specialty crop on only 15 
acres. It is a lot better to sort of specialize in one, and, of course, our 
problems in that respect are no different than anybody else’s. 

It boils down to one thing, simply, we have found a crop that has a 
market that we are not going to take away from anybody else, that 
we cannot possibly under any circumstances never quite satisfy and 
we would like very much for permission to raise it. 

Senator Extenper. Well, what it boils down to, then, if the com- 
mittee thinks of it favorably, a limitation on acreage would be put 
and leave it to the Secretary to distribute whatever acreage it agreed 
upon under rules and regulations that he, himself, will promote. 

Mr. Stearns. There is one difficulty there, Senator. I want to point 
this out to Senator Young. 

We were given 1,049 additional acres the other day by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. We mentioned once before that we had applied 
for 20,000 acres. We were given 1,049 but under the regulations that 
it was given to us, it was passed out in such a way that none of us 
can qualify for it. 

If any of us, anyone who produced the 15 acres outside of an allot- 
ment 3 years ago 1s not qualified for any of this new acreage, anyone 
who has a red-wheat allotment at all, even seven-tenths, is not quali- 
fied for any of it; and the effect is that none of the people who 
pioneered this thing and bought the expensive seed and tried it can 
qualify for a single area of this new allotment. 

22062—58—pt. 5——4 
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What we anticipate is going to happen, is that they are going to, 
with the limitation they have locally, which is 11 percent of a man’s 
acreage that can be put out in wheat allotment, only probably 300 or 
400 acres of this is going to be put out because no more people than that 
can qualify for it and a year from now they are going to say, we gave 
you an acreage and you didn’t use it. That is what happened to us 

ast year. 

Even if it were put out to the people who had pioneered it, it still 
would amount to less than 15 acres apiece, substantially less. We can 
see, in effect, that it is not going to be allotted. 

Dated February 10, 1958, this one going to Modoc and Siskiyou 
Counties relative to the 1958 durum-wheat production. 

It is signed by Lee A. Seidel, acting administrative officer, of the 
California ASC Committee. It says that the request of the Tulelake 
Durum Wheat Producers for an additional 20,000 acres of wheat allot- 
ment from the national reserve has been denied, the reasons being that 
the request was filed after the May 10, 1957, closing date, and, even had 
it been timely filed, the acreage which could have been allocated under 
the regulations would have amounted to only a few acres. 

To assist as much as possible, the State committee has been author- 
ized to extend the date for filing 1958 new farm applications in the 
Tulelake Basin to March 1, 1958. Since the time remaining is very 
short, press and radio releases similar to the one enclosed are to be 
given to local outlets immediately, and a letter along the lines of the 
suggested letter enclosed is to be sent at once to all durum-wheat pro- 
ducers who may qualify as “new” wheat producers. Letters should 
not be sent to the following: 


(1) Producers who in 1955 produced durum wheat under a regular 
wheat allotment. 


(2) Producers who in 1955 grew durum wheat under the 15-acre 
exemption. 

(3) Producers who own or operate a farm for which a 1958 “old” 
farm allotment was established. 

Producers who fall in the above categories would have wheat history 
in the base period and therefore would be ineligible for new farm allot- 
ment. 

The total acreage available in the State reserve for new producers is 
1,049 acres. Applications will be taken on Form MQ-25—-Wheat 
(1958). A representative of the State committee will be available to 
assist county committees in reviewing applications and establishing 
allotments after the March 1 closing date. The procedure outlined in 
paragraph 31 of Handbook 1-Wheat (1958) will be followed in the 
acceptance and review of applications and the establishment of allot- 
ments. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Baghott, do you have something ? 

Mr. Bacuorr. Mr. Chairman, you might be interested in this eco- 
nomic study of the Tulelake Basin showing need for and requesting 
exemption from Federal wheat controls. 

(The study is as follows :) 


An Economic Strupy or THE TULELAKE BASIN SHOWING NEED FOR AND 
REQUESTING EXEMPTION FROM FEeDERAL WHEAT CONTROLS 


CAUSE AND EFFECT 


The Tulelake Basin of northern California is graphically located in the 
northern section of Siskiyou and Modoc Counties. The Bureau of Reclamation, 
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United States Department of Interior, developed this project and has since 
released the land for homesteading to World War I and II veterans. 

The soil is highly productive. The entire basin can be and its vast majority 
of acreage is irrigated. Climatic conditions are such that only a limited number 
of crops can be grown. Short growing seasons and unpredictable summer frost 
makes hazardous the production of the less hardy crops. 

Because the basin is far removed from metropolitan markets, the production 
of the more hardy truck produce is rendered profitless. Only four major crops 
have been grown and marketed, these are: Cereals, alfalfa hay, alsike clover 
seed, and potatoes. Other crops which can be grown are onions for dehydration 
and irrigated pasture. 

Prior te the introduction, in 1952, of durham wheat (class II) the two prin- 
cipal crops grown in the basin were potatoes and malting barley. Experience 
gained through the production of durum wheat demonstrated that the growing 
of such wheat, following potatoes, absorbed the excess nitrogen left in the soil 
from the previous year’s potato crop. This resulted in the production of malt- 
ing barley containing less nitrogen which heretofore was impossible. Malting 
barley having an excessively high nitrogen content is less désirable for malting 
purposes than barley containing a lower nitrogen level. The introduction of 
durum wheat (class IL), not only enhanced the barley quality but made possible 
a 4-year rotation: potatoes, durum wheat, and 2 consecutive years of barley 
production. 

The Tulelake Basin, in former years, produced a large share (about 4% million 
bushels) of the Hannchen malting barley, used by the United States malting 
industry. With the imposing of acreage allotment controls and marketing 
quotas on basic crops, particularly corn, wheat, rice, and cotton, the basin 
has to compete with other areas. Such areas were not restrained from seeding 
their acreages diverted from the production of cotton, wheat, rice, and corn to 
feed crops and malting barleys. This has resulted in a saturation of the malt- 
ing barley market causing a reduction in price of malting barley from a high 
of $5.12 hundredweight to $2 hundredweight. Since only limited crops can be 
grown and marketed successfully in this area, due to transportation and climatic 
conditions, we farmers of the Tulelake Basin are having difficulty making a 
living. The lowering of potato and alsike clover seed prices to less than pro- 
duction costs no longer makes production of these commodities a profitable 
venture, both of which Tulelake farmers have depended upon in the past. 

This condition is supported by the enclosed cost studies prepared by the 
University of California agriculture extension service which demonstrates that 
we can no longer depend upon the growing of potatoes and alsike clover seed 
in Tulelake as a profitable venture. We Tulelake potato farmers have suffered 
serious financial losses during the past 3 years. The cost to produce 100 pounds 
of potatoes in Tulelake is $2.07. Last year prices per hundredweight averaged 
30-35 cents less than production costs. This is a matter of record. Enclosed 
studies show that it costs 27.8 cents per pound to produce alsike clover seed in 
the Tulelake Basin, this is 9.8 cents per pound more than they are now receiv- 
ing for their seed. The same is also true of barley. At a cost of $2, farmers 
can make little or no profit at $1.80-$2 per hundredweight. 

Our Tulelake hay producers do not have a local market; therefore, hay must 
move an average of 250 miles to the nearest market. Such long hauls to market 
make impossible for farmers in the area to sell alfalfa hay at a reasonable 
profit. Such obstacles result in locally grown hay being sold to Oregon coastal 
dairymen or is moved into central California and sold at the prevailing price 
of $16 per ton for No. 1 alfalfa hay. 


FINANCIAL STATUS OF THE TULELAKE FARMERS 


Eighty-six of the 216 veterans who homesteaded, in Tulelake in 1947, 1948, 
and 1949 have left their homesteads the past 3 years and obtained employment 
elsewhere. This has been brought about by low sale prices of barley, potatoes, 
clover seed, and alfalfa. Continued high costs, and the fact that the community 
of Tulelake does not offer sufficient employment so that farmers can supplement 
their incomes by off-the-farm work. Many World War II veterans and their 
wives are spending the winter months in cities where they can find employment 
to finance their farm operations. Although off-the-farm employment is often 
necessary, if such work is not available locally then farmers must seek other 
means of making their livelihood. 

Many businesses in Tulelake have been unable to continue to operate. The 
following concerns no longer operate in Tulelake: The Ford, Chevrolet and 
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Buick agencies, 2 gas stations, 3 garages, a department store, bakery, florist, 
plumbing shop, lumber yard, metal shop, potato processing plant, bookkeeping 
office, hotel, 2 cafes, sport shop, barber shop, hardware, taxi, farm implement, 
watch repair and an electric shop. 

The latest Dun & Bradstreet report shows an increase of 16.1 percent growth 
in California's 47 northern counties from 1946 to 1956. Siskiyou County realized 
an 18.7 percent increase in the number of businesses for the same period. Using 
the Dun & Bradstreet Reference Book as a guide, here are the comparative 


Statistics on the growth and industrial development for the major towns in 
Siskiyou County. 








City November November Percent 
1946 1956 
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SP titi ha nine Stodexnahsilah sinpinn bdyiijuniiy shakey bits bicaseie 77 ay 10 
Mount ee he ee 8 107 +12.6 
i en anne enrennataernes | 168 +24.4 
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The above table indicates the financial status of Tulelake’s businesses. These 
concerns depend solely on farmers’ trade for their business. There is no in- 
dustry such as logging or oil for the business houses to depend on. As a result, 
when the farmer has several poor years, business reacts accordingly. 

The potential income which could be realized by Tulelake farmers, provided 
they were allowed to plant wheat, would have a tremendous financial effect on 
this entire basin. For example (using cost studies enclosed) barley yielding 
3,000 pounds per acre would gross farmers $60 per acre. On the same acreage 
durum wheat would gross farmers $125 per acre. On 20,000 acres, the gross 
income from barley would be $1,200,000; while if the same acreage had been 
planted to wheat a gross income of $2,700,000 would be realized. 

Enclosed cost studies prepared by the University of California agriculture 
extension service show that the net income from 20,000 acres of durum wheat 
would be much greater than the net income from 45,000 acres of barley now 
planted in the basin. 


FARM SIZES 


It is unfortunate that we Tulelake homesteaders do not have larger farms. 
It is difficult to make a living on a farm of 200-250 acres with an acreage 
allotment—let alone trying to make a success of farming on a homestead of 
a limited number of acres such as were given to each homesteader in the basin 
and with no wheat acreage allotment. The farms, at the time they were given 
to veterans, varied in size from 47 to 90 acres, The difference in the number 
of acres allotted per farm is due to the productivity of the soil of each farm. 
The poorer the soil, the more acreage was allotted per homestead farm. 


WHEAT ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


While most farming areas of the United States have acreage allotted for 
the production of basic crops (such as wheat, rice, cotton, etc.) which farmers 
could depend upon for a living, we Tulelake Basin farmers do not have equi- 
table acreage allotments. The Government has in effect protected other areas 
by equitable acreage allotments and price support programs, but has thereby 
inadvertently penalized the Tulelake Basin farmers. Under the acreage allot- 
ment programs the Government has in many instances, unintentionally as it 
may be, encouraged farmers to plant their acres that were diverted from the 
production of wheat, cotton and rice to the production of barley. Prior to the 
allotment program and more recently the production of durum wheat (class IT), 
we Tulelake Basin farmers could realize a sufficient profit from the production 
of barley to support our families. 

The drastic price reduction of Tulelake produced malting barley is the result 
of the surplus created by the diverted acreage program, Proof of this can be 
seen in the States of Washington and Oregon where diverted acres of wheat are 
being planted to barley. Farmers in other areas of California are planting their 
diverted acres of rice and cotton to barley. 

For all practical purposes there is no wheat allotment program for the Tule- 
lake Basin. For several years we Tulelake farmers have requested wheat 
acreage allotments or an increase of our allotments but these requests have been 
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refused by ASC officials. Homestead areas in the States of Washington and 
Idaho received wheat allotments when they were given their homesteads, This 


has not been the policy in Tulelake and we believe it discriminates against 
Tulelake farmers. 


FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF WHEAT ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


The following data indicates the size of allotments now held by farmers in 
those portions of Siskiyou and Modoc Counties located in the confines of the 
Tulelake Basin. 

On the Siskiyou County side of the Tulelake Basin 29 farmers have 108 allotted 
wheat acres distributed among them on an average of 3.2 acres per farmer. 


There are 225 farms on the Siskiyou side of the basin, totaling 22,300 acres. 
Further distribution of such acreage is: 


Number of farms: Acres per farm 
Fe ao ae nainieeath iene tacts Gs egies ox euib cape nape aces eat cteie aa ici ec eh aes eel Sale ad 1 
Fn wn owas ax po esenpaia apaeappepetaasiaieeatae aan i tee scien 
Gee A on sees tapcoresapereageancappemeattennniestnentialia titles isle RE A ee ce 
| AN AR ta Ll cola pment Apnea ens imme A IR ae 5 
Bn te oh crane anon dives preperinnesion seeeetemeieanstneaastialist isha atm a aa ee 
See oa eh abcbsecs erates aiinon ogabqneniisnapuadimamammaimaialiaioniaieazasdn Emden iain 
Bo ee cle a elie eens tical acetal Re i 


On the Modoe County side of the basim 135 farmers have 438 allotted wheat 
acres distribution among them, am average of 3.24 acres per farmer. Only 9 
farms have allotments of over 10 aeres with a maximum of 27 acres. There 
are 585 farms on the Modoc side of the basin. 

In contrast to the above distribution, the Butte Valley community of Siskiyou 
County, an area 20 miles distance from Tulelake with approximately 12,000 acres 
of land under cultivation by 175 farmers, has been granted wheat allotments 
amounting to 6,559 acres among 86 farmers, or an average of 76.7 acres of those 
classes of wheat that are in surplus. This wheat is subject te price support and 
loan programs with privilege of surrendering the collateral wheat, in payment of 
Government loans, Such wheat finds its way into Government storage. This 
is a typical situation throughout the United States. 


FIXED COSTS OF OPERATION 


On January 1, 1957, the Tulelake Irrigation District assumed the irrigation 
operation of the basin. (Up until this date the United States Bureau of Rec- 
lamation had operated all irrigation facilities.) With the facilities being taken 
over by the district, it also meant that homesteaders were assessed construction 
charges against their land. These charges amount to $85 per acre payable over 
a period of 40 years. In addition to these charges, each farmer must now pay 
$5 per acre, per year for irrigation water. Taxes, both local and county are 
increasing and amount to $5 to $8 per acre, depending upon improvements. Note: 
These tax rates are higher than those shown on the accompanying cost studies 
where taxes on tractors and equipment were figured in the hourly cost of opera- 
tion. 

The cost of operating a farm (equipment, seed, fertilizer, gasoline, insurance, 
ete.) has greatly increased during the past 7 years. Although these costs have 
increased, the prices we Tulelake farmers have received for our commodities 
have declined drastically. 

This emphasized the unequitable position with which we Tulelake Basin 
farmers find ourselves confronted. 


PACIFIC COAST MARKET REQUIREMENTS 


With respect to domestic requirements of the Pacific coast populace for Tule- 
lake Basin produced durum wheat (class II) from which macaroni and spaghetti 
products are produced, the following computations will demonstrate the sound- 
ness of our request for exemption from the wheat acreage allotment and market- 
ing quota programs. 

The total population of the States of California, Oregon, and Washington is 
17,261,000 according to the 1955 census. The national per capita consumption 
of alimentary paste products is 6.4 pounds, or a total for the three States of 
110,470,400 pounds. 

It is safe, we believe, to assume that our ultimate history of Durum wheat 
production will establish a yield of about 3,000 pounds per acre. This assump- 
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tion would indicate that the basin’s maximum Durum wheat production would 
be about (40,000 acres times 30 hundredweight equals 1,200,000 hundredweight.) 
(Not over 40,000 acres of the Tulelake Basin is suited for wheat production, due 
to alkali and other soil conditions. ) 

Each hundredweight of Durum wheat will yield sufficient Durum wheat flour 
and/or semolina to produce 71.5 pounds of macaroni and/or spaghetti products. 
Therefore the maximum production of macaroni products that could be made 
from Tulelake produced Durum wheat would be approximately 85,800,000 pounds 
as compared to the forementioned Pacific Coast States populace annual consump- 
tion of 110,470,400 pounds. 

Since it is unrealistic to assume that even 40,000 acres of the basin would be 
planted to Durum wheat (class II), therefore, it will serve only for the purpose 
of illustrating the impossibility of producing more Durum wheat than macaroni 
manufacturers require for the production of macaroni and/or spaghetti products 
made with 100 percent Durum wheat flour and/or semolina. A more realistic 
acreage seeded to Durum wheat (class IL) would be about 20,000 acres. 

One could expect 20,000 acres of the Tulelake Basin to produce about 42,900,000 
pounds of macaroni and/or spaghetti products. (The formula used for comput- 
ing the above is as follows: Yield of Durum wheat per acre is 30 hundred- 
weights times pounds of macaroni products that can be produced from a hundred- 
weight of Durum wheat which is 71.5 equals 2,145.0 pounds of macaroni products, 
times 20,000 acres equal 42,900,000 pounds of macaroni products. ) 

Since we Tulelake farmers have demonstrated that the commercial production 
of Durum wheat class II can be produced, in the Tulelake Basin, suitable for 
milling semolina products and that the Agriculture Extension Service has dem- 
onstrated that a high quality of Spring wheat (class I) can be raised in this 
area ; it is not unreasonable to request that we be allowed to produce such wheat. 
It is a well-known fact that wherever high quality Durum can be produced, hard 
Red Spring wheat of good quality can also be grown. However, wherever high 
quality hard Red Spring wheat can be produced, experience has demonstrated 
that farmers cannot always produce hard amber Durum wheat. It is true, how- 
ever, that Durum wheat (class II) can be grown in a hard Red Spring wheat 
area, however, one cannot be sure that the Durum grown will be hard amber 
and suitable for milling. While both grades are classed as Durum wheat (class 
II) it is the hard amber Durum grades that are used for the production of semo- 
lina and/or Durum wheat flour from which alimentary paste products are made. 

The wisdom of introducing durum wheat (class II) to the Tulelake Basin, 
by the Tulelake farm adviser, K. G. Baghott, of the Agricultural Extension 
Service, University of California, Tulelake, Calif., has been amply demonstrated 
by the monetary return of one-half million dollars for the production of durum 
wheat (class Il) from 7,000 acres. This income was greatly needed. Such mar- 
keting activities highlight the soundness of Federal Government policy to find 
new markets for farm commodities which at the same time reduce the produc- 
tion of a surplus commodity—in this instance, barley and classes of wheat other 
than durum and hard red spring wheat. 


COMMENTS ON PRICE SUPPORT 


We Tulelake farmers would like to go on record that while it would be de- 
sirable from our economic point of view to have a loan program, but without the 
right to forfeit collateral wheat in payment of any loan that may be made; 
however, we are willing, if necessary, to forego entirely the advantage of any 
loan program. The subject of a loan program has been thoroughly debated by 
the rank and file of Tulelake farmers and the above is the concensus of our 
considered judgment. 

SUPPORTING RECOMMENDATIONS 


Attached are letters from mills who have purchased and processed Tulelake 
produced durum wheat into flour. These letters state that in their opinion the 
request made herein is reasonable and will result in partially satisfying the west 
coast demand for durum wheat flour. The macaroni manufacturers have gone 
on record stating that they can consume the entire production of amber durum 
wheat grown in the Tulelake Basin. 

The Tulelake Grange No. 468 is on record favoring legislation proposed in the 
following resolution. The Tulelake Farm Center, Tulelake Growers Association, 
Modoe and Siskiyou County Boards of Supervisors also have gone on record 
favoring the proposed legislation. Communications from the above named may 
be found in the file of the Honorable Clair Engle, Member of Congress. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the climate, soil and irrigation system of the Tulelake Basin enables 
the production of hard spring wheat, classes II and I, both of which contain 
prerequisite high quality and quantity of protein that is suitable for the produc- 
tion of alimentary paste products and yeast leavened baked foods and; 

Whereas the west coast market demand for flour and semolina milled from 
the aforementioned wheat classes, far exceed the maximum potential produc- 
tion of the Tulelake Basin and; 

Whereas surplus of such wheats produced in the Tulelake Basin is practically 
impossible due to the limited number of acres in the basin; Therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the Congress of the United States exempt by legislation from 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988, as amended, the marketing and pro- 
duction of durum wheat (class 11) and hard red spring wheat (class I), as many 
be produced within the boundaries of the Tulelake Basin which were established 
by the Reclamation Bureau, United States Department of the Interior. 


(Signed) STANLEY Brappury, 
Chairman, Tulelake Farm Center. 
Water L. MECHKE, 
Master, Tulelake Grange No. 468. 
K. BUCKINGHAM, 
Chairman, Tulelake Agriculture Extension Planning Committee. 
LOWELL C. KENYON, 
President, Tulelake Growers Association. 
IvAN KANDRA, 
President, Winema Elevators, Inc. 
Ep SEus, 
Manager, Newell Grain Growers Cooperative. 
(Norr.—The following three paragraphs were taken from a personal letter to 
K. G. Baghott from Paul P. Taylor, Grains Department, General Mills, Inc.) 


GENERAL MILLs, INc., SPERRY OPERATIONS, 


San Francisco, Calif., August 30, 1957. 
Mr. K. G. Baguort, 


Farm Adviser, Post Office Bow 575, 
Tulelake, Calif. 


Dear Mr. BaGuHort: This isin reply to your inquiry about the potential market 
on the west coast for class I Hard Red Spring wheat and class Il Durum wheat 
produced in the Tulelake Basin. 

It appears that the market can readily absorb the amount of durum being 
produced the last 3 years provided that the quality is suitable. By quality we 
mean free from frost damage and having suitable characteristics required in the 
manufacture of durum products. 

Last year, as you know, we ground a fair portion of the Tulelake Basin durum 
in our mill at Vallejo, Calif. Again this year, based on sketchy preliminary 
survey of quality, we hope to utilize a substantial portion of the Tulelake durum. 


CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Berkeley, Calif., January 23, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
United States Congressman, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

My DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: We understand that you may introduce a bill in 
Congress which will give a permanent durum wheat allotment to the Tylelake 
area of Siskiyou and Modoc Counties. 

We want you to know that through resolution at our annual meeting, the 
California Farm Bureau Federation has expressed itself in favor of this section. 

The reasons for the favorable action of the California Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion are as follows: The size of the farms in this reclamation area average less 
than 80 acres and due to the altitude, there are very few alternate crops. By 
experiment it was found that durum wheat production was feasible, and the 
growers there are in need of this crop because it brings more money per acre and 
allows them to make a living on limited acreage. It also may be pointed out that 
there is no surplus of durum wheat on the west coast and last year’s crop has all 
been sold on the open market. 

Because this is a fairly new reclamation district, the area had not had time 
to develop a wheat history before allotments were put in effect. The total pro- 
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duction in the area would be less than 10,000 acres which would have no effect 
on the overall wheat picture. 

We would like you to know that we appreciate your interest in this matter and 
hope that it can be brought to a satisfactory conclusion. 


Sincerely yours, 
Louis A. Rozzon1, President. 


CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Berkeley, Calif., January 11, 1957. 
Hon. Ezra Tart BENSON, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeEAR SECRETARY BENSON: There is a situation in the Tulelake area, situated 
in northern California, lying partly in Modoc County and partly in Siskiyou Coun- 
ty, that we believe needs special consideration in regard to a permanent durum 
wheat allotment. 

This area has very rich soil but lies at a considerable altitude and has few 
alternate crops which it can raise. In the past it has been a source of malting 
barley and for a number of years it has raised durum wheat as they are the only 
source of durum wheat for production of seminola in California and there is a 
demand here for production of seminola flour. 

We would appreciate consideration of the particular problems involved and 
would be glad to furnish information at any hearings which you might see fit to 
call in order to consider the situation in this area. 

The Tulelake area has been a reclamation project and most of the growers 
here are veterans who, due to the recent development, have not had opportunity 
to develop acreage allotments for this crop. 


Sincerely yours, 
RicHarp W. Ow_Ens, Secretary-Treasurer. 


GOLDEN GRAIN MACARONI Co., 
San Leandro, Calif., September 6, 1957. 
Mr. K. G. BAGHOTT, 
Farm Adviser, University of California, 
College of Agriculture Extension Service, 
Tulelake, Calif. 

Dear Mr. Bacuott: In response to your request for a report on the Tulelake 
durum which we used in the 1956-57 crop year, we wish to advise you that the 
durum flour made from this California grown durum was very good, in spite of 
the fact, I understand, that there was frost damage last year. 

We purchased, through General Mills, at least 50,000 hundredweight of this 
California-grown durum from the 1956—57 crop, and the products made from it 
were comparable with products made from durum grown in the traditional durum 
areas of North Dakota. I understand that the 1957-58 crop is of even better 
quality than last year, because there was no frost damage. I also understand 
that there will be approximately 150,000 to 200,000 hundredweight of durum 
available from this crop. We will be able to use the entire amount grown in 
the Tulelake area, as we are the largest macaroni manufacturer in California. 

I hope that you will continue to encourage the growers to plant durum in the 
Tulelake area, because it will provide a new crop for the farmers in that area, 
and provide a new source of supply for us on durum, so that we will not be 
dependent upon the Minneapolis market for our supply. 

We are planning to purchase Tulelake durum whenever offered, providing the 
price is competitive, and the quality is as good as the past 2 years. General Mills 
is also going to some expense to equip their mill to make an even better product 
out of Tulelake durum. 

If there is anything we can do by communicating with any Government agency 
to support the farmers in the Tulelake area, as far as obtaining favorable legisla- 
tion, please let us know. 

Yours very truly, 


V. DEDoMENtIco, Secretary-Treasurer. 
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CROWN MILLs DIVISION OF CENTENNIAL MILLS, INC., 


Portland, Oreg., September 17, 1957. 
Mr. K. G. Baenort, 


Farm Adviser, University of California, 
Tulelake, Calif. 


DeAaR Mr. Baauotr: I am sorry I have been so slow in acknowledging your 
letter of September 5, 1957, but it got mislaid in my file and just came to my 
attention again today. 

Based on present rate of usage we should grind 150,000 to 200,000 bushels 
of durum wheat a year. The new crop samples we have seen from your area 
so far, are excellent quality and if the price is competitive with other areas, there 
isn’t any reason why we shouldn’t draw a substantial portion of our needs 
from your district. 

We hope this gives you the information you need but if we can be of further 
help please do not hesitate to contact us. 


Sincerely, Kart E. BUMGARNER, Manager. 


NEWELL GRAIN GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 


Tulelake, Calif., December 26, 1956. 
K. G. BAGHortr, 


Tulelake Farm Adviser, Tulelake, Calif. 


Dear Ken: In reference to our conversation available markets and market 
conditions for drum wheat, I would like to point out that the west coast proces- 
sors have readily booked all offerings at a price well above the loan rate. 

We received 6,234,100 pounds at our plant this year . Of this amount, grades 
4,5 and sample or 3,961,900 pounds were placed under CCC loan. At the present 
time we have shipped 1,055,560 pounds and we have booked to ship 1,216,640 
pounds durum wheat for milling. We have shipped 2,129,900 pounds of the off- 
grade to date and the rest has been booked to be shipped during January 1957. 

This last booking has cleaned up the durum in this area and the millers still 
want more. With this in mind, I feel that our production should be increased if 
we are to keep up with the growing demand for durum wheat here in the west. 

Very truly yours, 


Ep Sevus, Manager. 


WINEMA ELEVATORS, INO,, 
KENNETH G. BAGHOTT, Tulelake, Calif., January 25, 1957. 
Farm Adviser, Tulelake, Calif. 

Deak Mr. Bacuottr: Relative to discussions that we have had concerning 
durum wheat, it appears to us that no effort should be spared on the part of 
your office, local growers and dealers for a continuation of the wheat program 
such as we had the past year. As you know, the past year the conditions were 
not favorable for any of our crops, however, it appears that all the durum wheat 
will be moved into commercial channels. At the present time, we have received 
at the elevators approximately 4,200 tons of durum wheat, of the above amount 
we have remaining on storage about 500 tons. Regarding this 500 tons, 150 
tons is under Government loan, but we have a market price before these grow- 
ers, and those with farm storage, that is better than what they would net under 
the Government support program. People whom we have done business with 
such as General Mills, Inc., Golden Grain, Inc., Crown Mills, Cargill, Golden 
Eagle Milling Co., Lees-Carney & Co., assure us that if our area can produce 
durum wheat equal to, or better than produced last year, much more could be 
used. Information we have is that these people could not use durum wheat 
from the normal durum producing areas because of high freight rates and other 
marketing factors. In fact it is their thinking that should we be able to obtain 
a permanent program that there is a large untapped market for durum products 
and with a permanent program they could make the conversion for the neces- 
sary milling to supply this market. 

It is our opinion that such a special wheat program is vital to the economy 
of this area—a crop which would give us another marketable crop in addition 
to the few nroduced here and this can be accomplished without cost to the Gov- 
ernment. Further, because of the limited total farming acreage available, this 
area would not compete with other durum-wheat-producing sections. 

With the above facts in mind, a permanent program should be developed 
and should you desire any further information please call on us. 

Very truly yours, IvAN KaAnopra, President. 


22062—58—pt. 5——_5 
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764 FARM PROGRAM 


Senator Extenper. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 
Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, may I say off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 


STATEMENTS OF W. I. BOONE, PRESIDENT, KANSAS FARM BUREAU, 
EUREKA, KANS., AND MEMBER, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, AMERICAN 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION; AND FRANK K. WOOLLEY, LEGIS- 
LATIVE COUNSEL, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Senator EL,enprer. The committee is pleased to have before it Mr. 
W. I. Boone, speaking for the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Boonz. Mr. Chairman, I am president of the Kansas Farm 
Bureau and a member of the board of directors of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation appreciates this opportu- 
nity to discuss with you the development of an improved price-support- 
adjustment program for wheat. In many respects wheat is our most 
difficult commodity problem. This is true in terms of the level of 
accumulated surpluses and current output in relation to firm mar- 
kets; the limited crop alternatives available in important producing 
areas; the spread between the domestic support level and world 
prices; the total cost of current support and surplus disposal 
programs. 

Wheat farmers are face to face with two basic trends. First, the 
decline in per capita wheat consumption and second, an increase in 
the efficiency of wheat production. 

Throughout depression and prosperity, per capita consumption of 
wheat has declined. Some of this has been offset by an increase in 
population. Consumption per capita was 254 pounds in 1929, 225 
pounds in 1939, and only 167 pounds in 1957. Total wheat consumed 
as food in the United States was 492 million bushels in 1939 and was 
down to only 468 million bushels in 1957 despite an increase in popula- 
tion of approximately 40 million. 

Senator Ex.enver. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

While per capita consumption declined, striking increases occurred 
in the efficiency of wheat production. The man-hours required to 
produce a bushel of wheat are only one-third those of a generation 
ago. This increase is due to substitution of machinery for labor and 
improved varieties, tillage practices, summer fallow, insect and disease 
control. 

The efficiency in the production of wheat is five times greater now 
than in 1910-14, while the production of livestock is only roughly 
twice as efficient. 

Under present programs we have accumulated an extra year’s 
supply of wheat which is approximately five times the carryover 
established as normal by current law. This surplus developed al- 
though some major wheat producing areas have experienced drought 
conditions for several years priod to 1957, and despite the fact that 
record quantities of wheat have been disposed of abroad during recent 
years under special programs. 

There is little prospect of liquidating our wheat surplus for years 
te come under present programs. Even with marketing quotas to 
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control production and extraordinary disposal programs, the wheat 
carryover has increased in the last 5 years from 256 million bushels 
as of July 1, 1952 to over 900 million bushels July 1, 1957. 

Senator Youne. That is down about 200 sidlion bushels over the 
previous 2 years. 

Mr. Boonz. Well, I think I state later here 124 million decrease 
in the marketing year of 1957. 

I don’t know whether we had a drop in the 2-year period but we 
on provide that information. 

Yes, there is a carryover table in one of the appendices attached. 

Wheat supply is not being balanced with effective market demand 
at present support prices. Experience not only with wheat but also 
with other crops has repeatedly demonstrated th ne inability of acreage 
restrictions to control production. Other factors of production can 

and have been substituted for land to overcome effects of acreage 
restrictions. Also in the case of wheat, the limited effectiveness of 
the acreage allotment and marketing quota approach has been further 
undermined by numerous special provisions of law. 

Senator Youne. May I interrupt here just a minute. 

Wheat quotas and restrictions on production haven’t entirely been 
without effect. Production about 4 or 5 years ago was 1,250 million 
a year. That probably would have increased if it hadn’t been for 
quotas, but since we have had quotas production has dropped below a 
billion bushels and down to around 900 billion a year now. So they 
have been effective to some extent. 

Mr. Boone. Yes, they have reduced the total output but they haven’t 
brought the demand- -supply situation in line, and the effectiveness is 
limited when we witness the increase in yield. 

I think that whether it was a 55 million-acre allotment—— 

Senator Youne. Do you om if we didn’t have any price sup- 
ports at all on wheat that supply would be more brought in line with 
demand. If you abolished them entirely ? 

Mr. Boone. We are not recommending the abolishing of price sup- 
ports on wheat, 

Generally, we are recommending price supports at a level to promote 
the orderly marketing of the product rather than to fix the price. 

Senator ExLenper. What is that amount? What are you propos- 
ing ? 

Mr. Boone. Well, we are not today proposing a specific level of 
price support. 

Senator ELtenper. I know, but we may have to prepare a bill here 
soon. I suppose you know what your range of price supports is. 

Mr. Boonr. We have, as this committee knows, recommended a 
new approach to the price supports level. This, as of today, is not 
recommended for wheat because we are asking the wheat producers 
and other commodity producers other than feed grains and cotton 
to take a look at this thing. 

Senator Ex.enper. As you are not ready to say what you are 
ready to do? 

Mr. Boonr. We havea recommendation i in this statement. 

Senator Ettanper. Proceed. 

Mr. Boonr. Under the law, the national wheat allotment cannot 
be reduced below a minimum of 55 million acres. 
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Senator Extenper. Would you want to change that? 

Mr. Boonr. Our recommendation will deal with this later. 

Senator Ex.:enper. All right. 

Mr. Boone. The allotment has been at this level each of the last 3 
years and is again at the minimum for 1958. Since the minimum was 
originally established, compliance has been shifted from a seeded to a 
harvested acreage basis, and the output per acre has been substantially 
increased as shown in appendix table 1. 

I think that table indibated an increase in national average from 
1930-34 of 1314 bushels per acre on a harvested basis to 21.7 in 1957. 

I think it is significant to note that the increase in yield per acre 
has been more spectacular in the more recent years. 

Senator Youne. What years did you take there ? 

Mr. Boone. The table 1 in the appendix for the period 1930-34, 
a 5-year period, the national average harvested acres is 13.5. In 1957 
it is 21.7. 

Senator Youne. That included 1934, the worst drought year the 
Nation ever had ? 

Mr. Boon. That’s right. 

Now, 1935-39 is comparable, 13.2, which included 1936. 

Senator Youn«. I think the figures are pretty representative. 

Mr. Boonsr. I might say that in 1957 there was a good portion of 
the high plains that was deficient in moisture. However, there was a 
lot of participation in the soil bank in that area, too. 

Increased yields in recent years have added greatly to output of a 
given wheat acreage. 

Senator Youne. May I interrupt you for a moment once more? 

The increase in yield of corn and potatoes, of course, have been 
much more phenomenal than wheat. 

The potato yields are 3 times what they were 15 years ago and we 
don’t have any price supports for potatoes. If you are blaming this 
on price supports, you could go to other commodities and find much 
more phenomenal increase in yield per acre than you have in wheat. 

Mr. Boonr. We aren’t blaming increases in yield on price supports. 
I am not familiar with the ratio of increase in potatoes. I know that 
the production of feed grains, generally, has been stepping up rather 
rapidly. 

Senator Youne. Pardon the interruption. 

Senator Ettenper. Proceed. 

Mr. Boonr. Based on average yields for the 10 years, 1947-56, 55 
million harvested acres of wheat would normally produce about 962 
million bushels. Yields during each of the last 4 years have been 
above the 10-year average, however, despite the rather serious drought 
over this period. In 1957 with nearly 13 million acres of the national 
wheat allotment in the soil bank, we still produced 947 million bushels 
of wheat. Signup for the soil bank was much smaller this year, and 
it now appears quite probable that production will be appreciably 
above that of last year. In any case, the acreage reserve phase of the 
soil bank is supposedly a temporary program. 

Assuming that the acreage reserve program is discontinued at the 
end of 1959, in accordance with the provisions of the Soil Bank Act, 
it seems conservative to expect an average wheat production of some- 
thing over a billion bushels annually with a minimum national allot- 
ment of 55 million harvested acres. The total output will likely 
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continue the longtime upward trend which has been experienced over 
the last several years. 

The outlook for greater utilization than that of recent years is 
somewhat doubtful. In the 10 years, 1946-56, which includes all of the 
high export years, the average disappearance of wheat annually was 
1,043 million bushels. Domestice consumption appears to have leveled 
off at about 600 million bushels a year after the decline resulting 
from reduced use of wheat for feed and seed. Wheat exports hit an 
all-time high of 549 million bushels, bringing total disappearance for 
the year 1956-57 to 1,137 million bushels. (Wheat exports as well as 
total disappearance over a period of years are shown as appendix 
table 2.) This is encouraging, but we should not be mmialed b the 
high exports of last year. These record exports reflect the combined 
effects of short crops in other countries—particularly in Europe, a 
low protein 1956 Canadian crop, and a multitude of Government 
export programs, Thus, the fact that the carryover was reduced by 
124 million bushels during the 1956-57 marketing year should not be 
interpreted as a lasting improvement in the underlying wheat sit- 
uation. 

Exports are expected to decline this year as the result of better crops 
in other countries and somewhat less favorable economic conditions 
in importing countries. On the other hand, the 1958 crop appears 
likely to be the largest crop produced under marketing quotas during 
the postwar period. Although the carryover is expected to decline 
about 40 million bushels during the current marketing year, it will 
remain far in excess of a “normal carryov er” as dlefined’ by the law. 
The carryover is almost certain to rise substantially in the 1958-59 
marketing year, and to continue to increase in future years, if nothing 
is done toward changing the present program. 

The effectiveness of the wheat contro] program has been reduced not 
only by the changes mentioned above but also by outright legislative 
exemptions. Producers are exempt from marketing quotas if they 
seed 15 acres or less or if the normal production of the seeded acreage 
is less than 200 bushels. In at least one State, Missouri, the 15-acres 
exemption has permitted total acreage to expand under marketing 
quotas although acreage nationally has been substantially reduced. 

States with allotments of 25,000 acres or less may be designated as 
noncommercial and exempted from quotas and allotments entirely. 
Currently 12 States are so designated. In at least five of the noncom- 
mercial States—Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, Arizona, and Ne- 
vada—the exemption of wheat production from controls has stimulated 
a rapid expansion in acreage. 

Senator Ex.xenper. I don’t presume that you would advocate that 
the amount be increased. That is, that the allotment be increased ? 

Mr. Boones. The 15-acre allotment ? 

Senator ELLenper. Yes. 

Mr. Boone. No, we advocate the discontinuance of that exemption 
later in our statement. 

Continuing with the statement-—— 

In the 1957 crop year these 5 States would have received allotments 
totaling 77,662 acres if they had been considered commercial; how- 
ever, producers in these States actually seeded 571,000 acres for harvest 
in 1957. 
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In the past, wheat producers have been encouraged to overseed by 
provisions of law which permit them (1) to sell the normal production 
of their allotted acreage without penalty and (2) to store excess wheat 
under bond until it can be sold within quotas. In addition, some 
farmers have been paying the penalty and selling overquota wheat as 
a result of these various exemptions and special provisions. The De- 
partment of Agriculture recently estimated that around 100 million 
bushels of wheat, or roughly 10 percent of the total output, is being 
produced in excess of allotments each year. 

Wheat exports at present are almost completely dependent on 
Government programs. For all practical purposes, every bushel of 
wheat and every pound of flour that we export carries some kind of 
a subsidy. The direct subsidies which are paid in kind on commercial 
exports under the International Wheat Agreement averaged 81 cents 
per bushel last year. In recent weeks these subsidies have been run- 
ning from 57 to 91 cents per bushel. Similar subsidies are paid on 
commercial exports outside the wheat agreement, but direct subsidies 
are only one of several Government aids to wheat exports. Despite 
the high direct subsidies which are available on commercial exports, 
both within and outside the International Wheat Agreement, we have 
to depend on Government gifts, barter. loans, and foreign currency 
sales, which may turn out to be largely gifts—— 

Senator Ettenper. May we interrupt? 

Senator Youne. Are you opposed to all of these programs? 

Mr. Boone. No, sir, we are trying to analyze the situation that the 
wheat industry is in. 

Senator Young. I see. 

Mr. Boone (continuing with the statement). For the bulk of our 
recent wheat exports. In the 1956-57 marketing year, for example, 
361 million bushels of wheat—the equivalent of 66 percent of total 
wheat exports—were financed under Public Law 480 and the Mutual 
Security Act. 

The present wheat program not only has resulted in the accumula- 
tion of burdensome surpluses, it also has penalized producers in the 
old established areas which historically have supplied the market with 
high quality wheat. Although the national wheat allotment is the 
same in 1958 as in 1939—55 million acres—North Dakota has lost the 
right to grow 990,000 acres of wheat and the Kansas allotment has 
been reduced by 429,000 acres. 

Senator Youne. Would you explain why North Dakota lost this 
acreage ? 

Mr. Boone. Perhaps Mr. Woolley has some idea. 

The administration of the allotment program requires the alloca- 
a to States and we have provisions for new allotments and for new 

istory. 

Senator Youne. The allotments have been based on what was plant- 
ed during the 5- or the 10-year period. We are using the 10-year 
average base which establishes allotments, isn’t that right ? 

Senator Ettenver. I think so. 

Senator Youne. Here is the trouble with allotments. 

In North Dakota, and I think probably Kansas to a certain extent 
too, during part of this 10-year base period we were raising flax. Flax 
was as high as $6 a bushel. They shifted to other crops that were not 
under allotments. We haven’t had the wheat history. 
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The cash price is about support level or a little above, or around $2 
a bushel. The price over the United States is about the same. 

Let me give some interesting figures which I think you should study. 

Now, in Washington State the average yield is 36.5 bushels per 
acre and their average price last year was $2 per bushel. In Oregon 
the average yield was 36 bushels to the acre and their cash price was 
$2.10 or a little higher than North Dakota. 

Z In California the yield was 22 bushels per acre and the price was 
$2.10. 

Here are some other interesting figures. 

The freight rates have increased sharply from Bismarck to Duluth; 
presently it is 28.8 cents a bushel. To Minneapolis they are the same. 
To Chicago they are 45 cents a bushel, and to Buffalo, N. Y., they are 
71.7 cents a bushel. Those are the reasons why we are switching to 
other crops out there. 

Price supports or no price supports, North Dakota people would 
be very foolish if they didn’t increase the number of feeding cattle, 
their production of hogs, and things like that. 

Your argument just doesn’t hold as far as North Dakota is con- 
cerned. 

I have heard this argument for years—and I am getting a little sick 
of it—*Do away with price supports and bring the acreage back to 
North Dakota.” 

As long as you have these factors, it never will come back. 

How can you raise wheat in North Dakota where our average yield 
last year was only 18 bushels per acre—and that was a good year— 
and the average price was $2.01? How can you compete against 
double the yield in the Pacific Northwest and the cash price perhaps 
a little bit better than ours? 

Senator Exienper. I think the yield in Louisiana is better than 
that. 

Senator Young. Yes; Louisiana had 16. 

Senator ELtenper. Good. 

Mr. Boonr. I am not so familiar with the growers in North Da- 
kota, whether they are satisfied with the allotments or not. 

Senator Younc. No; they are not. 

Mr. Boone. But I am sure that the growers in Kansas are not satis- 
fied with their allotments and they are very unhappy, particularly 
in the western part of our State where wheat is about the only crop 
that is agronomically suited to that area. They would like to grow 
a lot more wheat in that area. 

Senator Youne. We would, too. 

Mr. Boonr. Now, I think one of the things you said points up some 
things that we touch on in this statement. 

Freight rates, of course, have been going up at a disadvantage to 
interior producing areas. 

The Pacific Northwest, through Public Law 480, has been able to 
move a lot of wheat, and it has helped them very substantially. 

Senator Youne. The export subsidy on the Pacific Northwest wheat 
was considerably higher than hard red winter and hard red spring. 
It is the opposite view. Their export subsidy is considerably lower 


than ours. We might move some wheat out of our area now with the 
more favorable export subsidies. 


















770 FARM PROGRAM 





Mr. Boonn (continuing with the statement). In the same period, 
Colorado has gained the right to grow an additional) 1.4 million acres 
and Oklahoma’s allotment has been increased by more than 1 million 
acres.* 

These State figures do not disclose large shifts in acreage that have 
resulted within States due to atihbaaenaltabihent programs. In many 
States, old-established areas most adaptable to profitable production 
of the single crop, wheat, have had their acreage reduced while, at the 
same time, other areas within the State have had their allotments in- 
creased even though such areas were adaptable to production of many 
other crops. Many such shifts are uneconomic from the cost of pro- 
ducing wheat as well as from the quality of the wheat produced. The 
old-established efficient producing areas of some States, for example, 
in 1955 could produce a bushel of wheat for approximately 80 cents 
while some of the newer areas to which acreage has been shifted 
through force of Government programs might have a cost of produc- 
tion around $1.50 to $1.75 per bushel. Thus, not only has the individ- 
ual right to produce been interfered with by the Government, but 
the ability of this country in general to produce wheat competitively 
with other countries has been impaired. 

In some traditional low-cost-of-production, quality wheat areas, land 
values have increased considerably more than the national average. 
While this results in some benefits to the original owner, it also in- 
creases his costs if he continues in production. A new owner must 
include these inflated land values in his costs, and the area generally 
ceases to enjoy the advantages of being a low-cost producing area. 

Senator Younc. What do you consider the low-cost producing areas ? 
Would you consider Kansas to be a low-cost-per-bushel producing 
area ? 

Mr. Boonr. Yes. Even in the hazardous producing area, their 
costs have been low. 

We have a paper here, prepared by Dr. George Montgomery, head 
of the department of economics at Kansas State University, from 
which these statements that I just made were taken. 

Senator Youne. Kansas last year produced on an average 19 bushels 
per acre and the cash price was $1.95. Oregon, again, and mee Me 
36 bushels per acre or a little better, and a cash price of $2.10. ey 
get double the yield you do, and just as good a price, if not a better 
price. These foreign countries want that type of wheat now. How 
do you think abolishing price supports is going to help Kansas or 
North Dakota, or to lower them, say, to 60 parcent of parity as Secre- 
tary Benson is advocating. I wish you would explain how you think 
it would help us, when they produce twice as much per acre as we do? 

Mr. Boone. Historically, the high-quality wheats have been grown 
in the High Plains. Well, you could define high-quality wheat as one 
which had the greatest market demand and the Teast supply at any 
given time, I think, because there are multiple uses for wheat, requiring 
different qualities. 

Under a system where we didn’t have marketing quotas, wheat was 
grown in these areas. Now, this country, a lot of it was settled later 
than other areas of the country, so that there has been considerable 


‘ a in allotments for all States between 1939 and 1958 are shown in appendix 
able 3. 
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increase in production in the High Plains area since. I think we can 
assume, since these were the areas that did grow wheat where there was 
no interference, it was adapted to the area and economically feasible 
to grow wheat. 

Senator Youne. We used to produce a lot more wheat, had a lot 
more acres of wheat, almost double, than what we have now. There 
is a reason for our low base average, such as the $6 flax and soybeans, 
potatoes, sugar beets, and a good many feeding cattle. Our farmers 
are raising and feeding more cattle and hogs. 

Mr. Boonr. That has been true in my State. Farmers are looking 
for the alternative that at the moment looks the best. We didn’t in- 
crease our plantings during World War II. We did increase them 
following the war, when it looked like the cattle business might be 
a little more risky. When we get these land costs up, it does affect 
the cost of producing wheat in those areas. 

Senator Youna. There is one other thing, too. During the war, 
the Government encouraged the production of more wheat, and a 
lot of new land was broken up in your area. In western Kansas and 
Colorado, millions of acres of the raw land was broken up and put 
into wheat. 

Mr. Boon. Yes. I think in your question a moment ago, how to 
account -for this shift in acres, I think Public Law 272 had much to 
do with the movement of wheat allotments which gave substantial: 
weight to the new area that had been put into wheat during or fol- 
lowing World War II, and that is primarily the reason that the in- 
crease came in eastern Colorado and in Oklahoma. They had more 
of that land to break than we had left in western Kansas. 

Senator Younes. In the years gone by, we could compete more fav- 
orably with some of these areas than we can now. I don’t know how 
we can compete now with river-bottom land along the Mississippi 
where they can easily raise 60 or 70 bushels per acre where we are 
lucky to produce 25 bushels per acre. They are close to the market— 
on the water route. They are pretty tough competition. 

Mr. Woottry. Of course, Mr. Shumann, who comes from Sullivan, 
Ill., pointed out that the reason why they were planting wheat on 
their farms was because it was more profitable under the level of 
price support than it was for alternative crops, and as long as that 
price-support level continued he would continue to produce wheat. 

Now, Sullivan is in a cost-of-production area that is higher than 
the average cost-of-production area in Kansas, and the real point is 
that there has been a lot of inducement to people in the eastern part 
of the United States, in the more humid areas, to go into the produc- 
tion of wheat. Now, for example, Purdue University spent a lot of 
time developing a high-yielding variety of wheat, and I understand 
that now land that is being devoted to that variety is yielding 70'and 
80 bushels to the acre. 


We made a study here of the yields of wheat per seeded acre by 
States, and we ran the 10-year average, 1935-44, and then we ran 
the 5-year average, 1953 to 1957, to see what was happening. It 
shows that in the United States, generally, there was an incréase’ in 
yield of 29.4 bushels per acre. It shows that in Arkansas, yield for 
example, went up 131 percent. Missouri went up 91.5 percent, and 
so on down the line. , 
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I will be glad to put this table in the record, if you want it, but, when 
| you come to North Dakota, North Dakota has only increased 21.9 per- 
cent and Kansas 18.9. The net effect of this is to encourage the com- 
petitors of those areas to go into the production of wheat and take 
their market. 

Senator Youne. The real reason, though—I think you partially 
brought it out, yourself—is that other areas have been able to increase 
their yields by double what they were. We have increased yields ome 
what. Because of our drier area, fertilizing is not as eflective. 
stayed with the better baking quality of wheat for years. Now oe 
bakers don’t seem to care as much what the quality of wheat is. Ap- 
parently, they are paying about as much for the soft wheat as they 
are the wheat we produce of higher baking quality. 

Mr. Woottry. The Government action has had a tendency to keep 
the market relatively tight with respect to soft red winter wheat and 
white wheat. The exports of these wheats were subsidized. The net 
effect was to keep the market relatively tight for those because of the 
subsidization of the export of them, and this continues to encourage 
them to go on and produce. 

After a period of time, as production is limited in the traditional 
areas and these other areas increase their production due to exemp- 
tions and also inducement with respect to cost, then what happens is 
the traditional areas lose the advantage. The natural advantage that 
the High Plains areas have to product wheat is being lost by reason of 
) the fact that you have encouraged the shift. 

Senator Younc. There may be a grain of truth to what you are say- 
ing, but very little. 

The important thing in the production of any commodity is can you 
produce it cheaper than the other fellow. If the river-bottom lands 
were the areas where they produce 60-70 bushels per acre and get as 
much or even if they get half as much per bushel as we do, they would 
still be tough competition. 

Again I point out that the freight rate to Buffalo, N. Y.—a big mill- 
ing area—from Bismarck, N. Dak., is nearly 72 cents a bushel. Can 
we compete with wheat grown locally around Buffalo when their 
yields are nearly twice as much as North Dakota? 

They are bound to increase wheat production there. 

Senator Ertenper. Senator Young, it might be interesting to know 
what caused Mr. Shumann—was it in his area, the farmers in his 
area—to shift from what they were growing to wheat. Was it because 
the price support on wheat made it more profitable to them? 

In your case you shifted to crops other than wheat because it was 
more profitable to do so. 

Senator Youne. Weare shifting to cattle now. 

Senator Exttenper. Certainly. I would be curious to follow through 
and find out what crops Mr. Shumann’s area shifted from. Were they 
protected crops? Were they ones on which you had price supports? 

Mr. Woottey. The area which Mr. Shumann comes from, Sullivan, 
Til., is a humid area which is adaptable to the production of numerous 
other crops: Corn, oats, soya beans, alfalfa, clover. 

Senator Extenper. All of which were under price support except 
alfalfa and clover, and those seeds are protected. 

Mr. Woottzy. Some of them are under price supports; some are 
not. 
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Senator Evtenper. Which are not that you have just mentioned ¢ 
Just alfalfa and clover. 

Mr. Woot.ey. Alfalfa is one of the crops that is not under price 
support. 

Senator E.tenper. That’s right. 

Mr. Woottey. But, even under price support crops it has a ques- 
tion of relative advantage. 

When the price of a crop is supported at a level which res an 
advantage on a cost-of-production basis with another crop, obviously 
the producers are going to shift to the most advantageous crop; that 
is what they have done. 

We would be glad to put this table in the record which indicates 
the shift that is taking place. We think it is significant that people 
are being induced to go into the production of wheat that otherwise 
would not go into it. 

Senator Exienver. I presume that that could be accomplished by 
beating down prices and that is the theory of Mr. Benson and others, 
to just beat down the prices in the hopes that farmers will find it 
better to shift from wheat to other crops. 

Mr. Wootiey. We should make it clear, Mr. Chairman, that it is 
not the intention of the American Farm Bureau Federation to lessen 
the income of farmers. Our objective is to bring 

Senator ELtenper. Get volume. 

Mr. Woottery. Do both. 

Senator ELLenper. Volume times price? 

Mr. Woottey. Less cost, because that is what the farmer lives on. 

We are anxious to watch the costs and we are anxious to follow the 
pattern of success in America which was based on producing for an 
expanding market, rather than trying to produce less and less at a 
higher unit cost. 

Senator Extenper. Either Mr. Benson or you are echoing each 
others views. I don’t know which is which, but it sounds that way. 
It may be that Mr. Benson is echoing the views of the American 
Farm Bureau or you are echoing the views of Mr. Benson, which is it ? 

Mr. Woottey. We have been « discussing the question of level of the 
price supports in the Farm Bureau for a 1 number of years, and I am 
sure that we had the same position in 1948 that we have now and 
what Mr. Benson’s position was at that time, I don’t know. 

Senator ELLenper. You answered our question. That means that 
Mr. Benson is obviously echoing your views. 

Let us goon. 

Mr. Boonr. Continuing with the statement—Another effect of the 
present program has been to unbalance the supplies of the different 
classes of wheat. Many of the areas which have increased their share 
of the national wheat allotment under the control program produce 
hard red winter wheat. In addition some areas which normally pro- 
duce soft red winter wheat have shifted to hard red winter wheat in 
order to take advantage of possibilities of higher yields and the fact 
that the support price is the same for all classes of wheat. As a re- 
sult, the present surplus problem is much worse for hard red winter 
wheat than for other classes. We have also had a very serious sur- 
plus problem with white wheat—at least partly because the present 
program has made it impractical to feed wheat in the Pacific North- 
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west. .This condition has been temporarily alleviated, however, by 
exceptionally heavy exports recently under Public Law 480. 

‘The following table compares July 1, 1957, wheat supplies with 
1952-56 average disappearance by classes : 

I mention the condition of hard red winter wheat. I want to ex- 
pand.there just a little. 

The Corn Belt area generally, which is eastern Kansas on the east, 
used to produce—the area I live in—used to produce soft wheat. 
There has been a tremendous shift from soft wheat to hard red win- 
ter. wheat because we have a variety of hard red winter wheat that 
produces better yields and are a little more satisfactory to grow. 

Senator ELLenper. There is no distinction in the price supports ? 

Mr. Boone. There are a few varieties that are iacoented: 

The closer you are to river transportation 

Senator Youne. That is not always the case, though. 

Mr. Boone. It is based on marketing and transportation costs. 

Senator Youna. It is based on quality, too, to some extent. 

Mr. Boone. It is very difficult to reflect milling quality in any of 
the standards we have today and the price-support program. 

Senator Younes. If a producer of wheat oaks for a protein test 
and he has a good protein content, he gets a higher price support. 

Mr. Boone. Yes. Usually when there is a demand for high-protein 
wheat he gets much less increase in price support than he does in 
the market. 

Now, today I think the situation is such that the supplies of high 
protein wheat are fairly ample and there isn’t the premium that you 
mentioned awhile ago. We aren’t getting the premium either in 
western Kansas and western Nebraska because there isn’t quite as 
much demand for it. 

Senator Youne. How do you account for the fact that most of the 
disappearance in wheat stocks in the last 2 years has been in the soft 
wheat and most of the carryover now is in hard red winter wheat 
and hard red spring, your wheat and mine? 

Mr. Boonr. I am glad you asked that question. 

I think one reason the disappearance has been good in soft red 
winter wheat is that I think we are producing less of it than we would 
if. we had followed historic patterns without interference. 

I used to grow soft wheat in eastern Kansas. There isn’t any soft 
wheat, grown in eastern Kansas any more. It isn’t grown in any 
quantity in Missouri. 

We are producing in my area in the flint hills a hard red winter 
wheat that isn’t very desirable on the market. 

Senator Youn. I think your facts are not quite straight here. 

Greater increase in production of wheat in the last 10 years has been 
in soft wheats and not in hard wheat. 

The greater increase in production; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Boones. I don’t know whether we have the facts on that or not. 

Senator Youne. Most of the increase in the production of wheat 
in the past 10 years has occurred west of the Mississippi River in the 
Pacific Northwest States and also Colorado area. More recently the 
increase is in Illinois and Michigan and in Indiana and in that area. 

Mr. Woottry. What Mr. Boone is saying is accurate according to 
the information I have. It is true that Colorado and some of the 
other areas have expanded their production of hard red winter wheat, 
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but the areas in eastern Kansas, Missouri, Illinois, Indiana, a lot of 
those areas are now producing hard red winter wheat that used to 
produce soft red winter wheat. 

Senator Youne. How do you account for that, the fact that prac- 
eG - surplus at all exists of this soft wheat, of a much poorer 
quality ¢ 

Mr. Woottey. It has been exported, too. As you know the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in the manner in which it operates its export 
program can have a great deal of impact upon the total supply of any 
of the varieties of wheat. 

Senator Youne. In the past 2 years the Pacific Northwest wheat, 
the cash price of Pacific Northwest wheat has averaged further above 
the support levels than wheat in Kansas and North Dakota. 

Mr. Woottey. Part of the reason for that is that a very high- 
export subsidy rate for wheat off the west coast was in effect and as 
a consequence a tremendous amount was exported to the Orient and 
the supply situation became relatively tight. 

Senator Youne. You believe in the supply and demand don’t you? 
There must have been a great demand for this wheat. 

Mr. Wootrey. Artificial demand. 

Mr. Boonr. This is artificial demand. 

Senator Youna. I disagree with you. I just came back from a trip 
around the world last fall. I found in most of the Asiatic countries 
they prefer soft wheat to our hard red spring or hard red winter. 
You have a hard time seeing our wheat because they are accustomed 
to soft wheat and they like it. 

Mr. Boones. This was a new market opened up by Public Law 480 
for soft wheat. 

Senator Youne. We have been exporting wheat in the past, haven’t 
we! 

Mr. Boone. Sure, but not great quantities to the areas that this 
soft wheat from the Pacific Northwest is going to. 

Don’t misunderstand me. I am not opposed to this program; the 
Farm Bureau originally promoted the Public Law 480 program. 

Senator Youne. How low would price supports have to be to 
bring this wheat production back, this shift to the commercial areas 
that we have been talking about ? 

Mr. Boonr. I am not prepared to say. We are not making a recom- 
mendation along that line. 

Mr. Youne. I thought that was the burden of your testimony that 
we had lost wheat acreage because of price support and now how 
do you propose to get it back? How do you propose to get it back? 

Senator Exrenver. They will make some recommendations just a 
little further on. 

Mr. Boonr. The foregoing figures indicate that the Hard Spring 
wheat situation is becoming unbalanced. This becomes even more sig- 
nificant when the Hard Red Spring wheat surpluses of Canada are 
taken into account. 

I might say that while durum here shows a high figure percentage- 
wise we know that it has only been 18 months until you had a short- 
age in durum. We don’t consider the percentage particularly signi- 
ficant. We were using incentives to get Redes grown up to last fall. 

Continuing with the statement—wheat producers clearly need a 
better program. If we are going to solve the wheat problem, we must 
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‘face up to the fact that present programs virtually insure the continua- 
tion of wheat surpluses for years to come. With the moisture situa- 
tion improving in the Great Pisins there are good prospects that wheat 
yields will be higher in the next few years than the somewhat better 
than average yields of the recent past. There is little prospect, how- 
ever, for any substantial increase in domestic consumption. 

On the average exports are likely to fall far short of the high total 
reached under the unusual conditions of 1956-57. World wheat pro- 
duction is high and other countries, particularly Canada, are be- 
coming increasingly critical of our export programs. We cannot 
completely ignore the attitude of countries that are important to us 
as allies in the struggle against communism and as markets for other 
products. 

If we are going to solve the wheat problem in the near future, we 
must face up to the hard realities of our present situation. 

Senator Youne. May I interrupt at this point ? 

Do you think the United States could produce top-quality wheat 
such as Canada does, competitively when they have 25-percent lower 
wages, lower taxes, freight rates, et cetera. 

They haven’t had a freight-rate increase for grain paring from the 
prairie Provinces to export points in more than 30 years, and their all- 
around cost of production is lower than ours. They are excellent 
farmers. 

Do you think we could underproduce them in price? 

Mr. Boons. I think we could be very competitive but we have not 
oo competitive with Canada. We have advocated some export sub- 
sidies. 

Senator Youne. You would have to have them, but only less. You 
would have to continue export subsidies but to a lesser degree. 

Mr. Boone. I don’t really know how the comparative costs are. 
However, before we had too much interference with the economic 
_— and marketing of wheat, I suppose we were competitive with 

anada. 

Senator Youne. You mean that we could be competitive again if 
we just abolished price supports, despite the fact that their labor costs 
are 25 percent less, their freight costs are way below ours? They sub- 
sidize their railroads, their freight costs are practically only a third 
of what ours are. 

Mr. Boone. There are other costs, too. Their land costs, their pro- 
ductive capacity, and so forth, enter into the cost of producing wheat. 
Senator Youne. They have oil wells all over the grain area now. 

Mr. Boone. If they get enough oil wells, they won’t be interested in. 
growing wheat. 

f course, in some Provinces the state gets royalties so the farmers 
might still be producing wheat. 

Shall I continue? 

Senator Evienver. Surely. 

Mr. Boone (continuing with the statement). Exports by gift or sale 
cannot be substantially increased—thus we must either reduce the pres- 
ent minimum national allotment or increase the use of wheat as feed. 
In: view of the fact that feed-grain producers are confronted with a 
serious surplus problem which has been aggravated by the production 
of feed grains on acreage diverted from wheat and cotton, under Gov- 
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ernment-control programs it would be unreasonable and unjust to 
dump surplus wheat into the feed market on a subsidized basis. 

Senator Youne. Could you state it the other way around? That 
Mr. Shumann is putting some of his acreage into wheat and increasing 
the wheat acreage? You blame all of the supports on wheat, but 
can’t you blame some on corn or other farmers? 

Mr. Woolley just said that Mr. Shumann diverted land to raise 
wheat which he wouldn’t have otherwise done. 

Mr. Woottey. Mr. Shumann is a wheat producer, too. 

Senator Younc. You said he increased it because of price supports. 

Mr. Woottey. Sure. So did tens of thousands of other producers. 

Senator Youne. I don’t know why the wheat farmers from Kansas 
would want to put all of the blame on wheat price supports and nothing 
on the cotton or the corn or the rest of them. 

Mr. Boonr. We aren’t putting all of the blame on the wheat price 
supports. We are pointing out that the program we are working 
with hasn’t solved the problem. 

Mr. Boone (continuing with statement). Our wheat problem is, 
in part, a result of an expansion in acreage which took place in 
response to the extraordinary demands of the war and early postwar 
Hae o> It has been compounded, however, by the fact that we have 

en trying to fix the price of wheat at an unrealistic level. Farm 
Bureau believes that price support and production adjustment pro- 
grams should be designed to facilitate orderly marketing rather than 
to guarantee unrealistic prices. We further believe that price-support 
levels should take account of competitive conditions, supply and de- 
mand, and market trends. We do not believe, however, that they 
should be based on arbitrary formulas or left completely to the dis- 
cretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

As this committee knows, we have proposed that support levels for 
cotton and corn grown in 1959 and subsequent years be set at 90 per- 
cent of the weighted average market prices for such commodities dur- 
ing the preceding 3-year period. This action was taken on the basis 
of rather clear evidence that the producers of cotton and corn are 
ready to accept a more realistic price-support program in exchange 
for greater opportunities to build markets and expand acreage. In 
the case of wheat, where growers have been shielded from the full 
impact of past policies by a 55-million acre minimum national allot- 
ment, there has been much less pressure of the need for a new 
approach. 

The Kansas Farm Bureau is now conducting meetings for the pur- 
pose of setting up county committees to study more actively problems 
of wheat. We have had those committees in the past and wheat 
farmers are concerned and are working on their problems. 

It is our recommendation, therefore, that wheat producers be given 
a choice in the next marketing quota referendum between the two 
following alternatives: (1) The present price-support program cou- 
pled with controls strict enough to eliminate the surplus and balance 
production with market needs in a reasonable period of time, and (2) 
a lower level of price supports with no control or production. 

The first of these alternatives would greatly increase the effective- 
ness of the present control program. The second alternative would 
permit an expanded use of wheat as feed without creating unfair com- 
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petition for the producers of corn and other feed grains and possibly 
expand other markets for wheat. Obviously, successful application 
of either program would require cautious handling of the present CCC 
inventory. 

At the present time, wheat growers do not have a realistic choice 
when they vote in a marketing quota referendum. The choice that 
has been offered producers under the present law lies between acreage 
allotments based on a 55-million acre national minimum with 75 to 90 
percent of parity price supports and the same allotments with only 59 
percent of parity price supports. Thus, the present program does 
not give growers an opportunity either to escape controls and offset 
the effects of reduced price supports with increased volume or to 
balance supplies with demand. We believe that growers are entitled 
to a realistic choice between workable alternative programs and most 
importantly that the choice between such programs should be de- 
pendent upon a simple majority of the votes cast. 

If the 55-million acre minimum allotment is eliminated in accord- 
ance with our recommendations for offering growers a realistic choice, 
it will, of course, be necessary to provide for a gradual reduction in 
allotments under the present program so that the existing surplus can 
be worked off over a period of 3 to 5 years. 

Senator E.tenper. If you take your second method of lower level 
of price supports with no controls, is it your view that you would 
produce much less wheat and, if so, what will cause it ? 

Mr. Boone. I am convinced that the response to economic forces 
is just as sure in the growing of wheat as it is in livestock. 

I think it would have two effects: 

I think it would expand the utilization of wheat through feed and 
make wheat more able to compete against foreign producers. 

Senator Eritenper. Make feed cheaper, anerabiliee the price of feed 
which would unstabilize the price of hogs and cattle and everything 
else; would it not ? 

Mr. Boone. We have a big supply of feed grain. We recognize that. 
We recognize that that is a threat. We recognize the threat to Ameri- 
can agriculture is our total capacity to produce. 

Senator Exxenper. Well, a lot has been said that a commodity 
such as wheat and corn and cotton ought to be put in the same category 
as meat and others. Meat has no price supports and, therefore, others 
should be able to survive without it—some such theory as that. 

What do you think would happen to the price of meat if we un- 
stabilize the price of the feed ? 

Mr. Boone. Well, I know that this is well known, that an abundance 
of feed grains and feed supplies is a threat to the livestock industry. 

Senator Ettenper. Therefore, would you conclude that we do have 
price supports on feed grain in an attempt to stabilize the price and 
that has, in effect, stabilized the price of meats? 

Mr. Boone. To a certain extent. 

Senator Exirenper. To a large extent. 

Mr. Woottey. There is another side to it. It has also encouraged 
increased production, and by increasing the production it has also 
undermined the price so you have two forces at work. 

Senator Youne. May I ask a question at this point ? 

Senator Etienper. Go ahead. 





FARM PROGRAM 779 


Senator Young. If you had a lower price support and you think it 
would discourage the production of wheat; what would these acres be 
shifted to that you take out of wheat? What other production, in 
Kansas for example, if you planted less acres of wheat would there be? 

Senator ELLeNpER. What would you substitute? 

Mr. Boone. I grow my allotment of wheat. I live in the blue stem 
pasture area of Kansas. We have been turning land back in that 
urea ever since the homesteader plowed it because it is hilly land, a lot 
of it rather shallow. We have some good land on the extreme bot- 
toms. 

I have 90 acres of grassland that I fully intended to get back in 
grass. I wanted to build it up, but the wheat program has been at- 
tractive and I have kept that land in production. 

Now, I am getting it back into grass but we are keeping an awful 
lot of marginal land in production by these programs and I think 
that is the biggest thing we would accomplish by a more reasonable 
program. 

I am not sure that I can name the most economic areas of wheat 
production, but I am sure that a slight decline in price will eliminate 
some of the marginal areas. 

Now, what we will do and what we have been doing ever since 1860, 
we have been turning land back to grass. Some of it is just allowed 
to revert to grass and some of it has been seeded back to grass and im- 
proved pasture. 

Senator Youne. That would be true in some areas but, for example, 
eastern Kansas or Illinois, or those other States where they have in- 
creased their wheat production greatly, if they shifted from wheat 
production to something else, what would they shift to ? 

Mr. Woottey. I think they would be shifted to soybeans. That is 
one of the things they have been shifting to throughout that area of 
the country. 

Senator Young. Can we stand much more production of soybeans? 

Mr. Woottey. There has been a dramatic increase in production of 
soybeans in the last 15 years and it seems that farmers are doing pretty 
well with them. 

Senator Youne. We had one of the most favorable export subsidy 
programs for soybeans of any other program. 

Senator ELLenver. Absolutely. 

Mr. Woottey. There hasn’t been a heavy export subsidy program on 
oil over a long period of time for soybeans. 

Senator Youna. In recent years, since they have increased soybean 
production, they use much of it for cattle and hog feeding. 

Mr. Wootiry. There was a huge demand for soybean meal and the 
increase in soybean production in the United States was a very bene- 
ficial thing to the livestock industry and feeders generally because 
it occurred in the area of the country where there was a heavy deficit 
of protein feed. It has permitted the feeding of a balanced ration of 
carbohydrates and protein and it has greatly enhanced production of 
livestock in the Midwest. 

Senator Youne. What other crop would you shift to besides soy- 
beans ? 

Mr. Woortry. Of course, the Congress has been working hard to 
induce producers to increase production of wool. They have a pro- 
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gram with an incentive which is around 62 cents a pound on wool. 
That definitely is a possibility. } 

Farm flocks throughout the Middle West could very readily be in- 
creased substantially with respect to wool production. 

Senator Youna. Very little under the law. After you reach 360 
million pounds of annual production, then your law is out. 

Mr. Woottey. We are a long ways from producing 360 million 
pounds of shorn wool in the United States. 

Senator Youne. You think that Mr. Shumann will go into the wool 
business ? 

Mr. Woottey. A lot of farmers may. 

Senator EvLenper. All of that is under protection. If you remove 
protection from one you will have to get it away from everything be- 
cause if we were to follow the views they expressed today in beating 
down prices that is what it amounts to. I may be wrong about it 
but I have been saying it all the time. I am not trying to be dis- 
courteous to the witness, but that seems to be the theory: You beat 
down the prices to get people not to plant a commodity so they will go 
into something else but in going into something else they go into some- 
thing like the cattle business and hurt the people from Texas or 
somewhere else. 

In Louisiana, we have got a big cattle industry growing there, a big 
one, and it strikes me that if we could find something new that you 
could use and not compete against others, all right. 

Follow through what my good friend, Woolley, has just said about 
wool. If it were not for the wool subsidy you wouldn’t get those 
people to grow more lambs, sheep. 

By the same token with soybeans, what has made soybeans develop 
is the export market we have had. 

Mr. Woottry. Demand, Senator. 

Senator Eitenper. I know. 

Mr. Woottey. Long before that 

Senator Ex.enper. It is costing the taxpayers money to do that. 

Mr. Wootiey. But 

Senator ELzenper. It is protected. 

Mr. Woottey. The market price on soybeans has been well above 
the loan level for years and there was a natural shift to soybeans, and 
I think it is wrong to leave the impression that the American Farm 
Bureau Federation at any time has said that we are advocating the 
abandonment of protection. We are not advocating the abandonment 
of it. We are advocating the shifting of it and the modification of it 
so farmers will get the maximum income. 

Senator Ettenper. Mr. Woolley, in saying that, of course you have 
changed recently but wouldn’t the results be to make it so unprofitable 
to the growers of wheat that they would go into something else, 
wouldn't it result in that? 

Mr. Woottey. No, here is what we have in mind, and I am afraid 
that we have never found any words to quite get the idea across. 

We would like to see the people produce wheat in the areas where 
they can produce wheat the most profitably and make the most money. 
We would like to see people grow corn in the area where they can 
make the most money producing corn and the same for other com- 
modities. 
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Senator ELLenper. How would you do that and have it under pri- 
vate enterprise system ? 

Mr. Woottey. We think that if the level of price supports is set at a 
modest level which will keep the price from going down to a point 
that is unreasonable there will be a natural tendency for production 
to go to those areas where it can be done the most effectively and the 
most efficiently. 

We believe, however, if supports are set too high it encourages people 
to go into the production of that commodity in areas where production 
costs are high. The net effect is to lower the returns to farmers gen- 
erally. At no time has anybody from the Farm Bureau ever said or 
ever intended in any way, shape, or form to say that they want farmers 
to make less money. This is just a difference of opinion between the 
Farm Bureau and some other people as to the method by which farmers 
make the most money. 

It is our opinion that, if farmers produce things where they can be 
produced the most profitably farmers will make the most profit. 

Senator Exitenper. You heard what Senator Young said awhile 
ago about the production of wheat in North Dakota, even in the State 
of Wisconsin, in areas that produced twice as much, for example in 
this Tulelake area they produce four times as much durum wheat as 
they produce in South Dakota per acre. What are you going to do 
in cases like that? You want it to go to places that never planted 
before and take it away from your State which is historically a wheat- 
producing State ? 

Mr. Wootzey. Senator, in eastern Kansas, for example, where I 
was raised, often you get more than double the yield in that area of the 
State than you do out in the western end of the State but in the western 
end of the State there are large acreages and in the eastern end there 
are small fields. You can actually produce wheat cheaper in the 
western end than you can in the eastern even though the eastern gets 
double the yield they do in the west. All we are asking—let’s allow 
production to go naturally to the area where farmers can make the 
most profit and the farmers will thereby generally be better off than if 
you use Government power to shift production to high-cost areas. 
This is the burden of our argument. 

Senator Youna. Let me ask this question. 

Wheat prices some 10 years ago were up around $3 a bushel. The 
cash price has gone down and the price eapeort has been dropped, 
too. Price support is about 8214 percent of parity. With the drop 
in the cash price and the drop in price support, have you noticed 
a shift in the production of wheat from some areas to Kansas or North 
Dakota? Isn’t it a fact that the shift has been the other way? 

Mr. Woottry. Part of the reason is if you have a cost of production 
in Indiana and Ohio and Illinois of $1.50 to $1.75 a bushel, you can 
lower the price from $2.40 to $2 and from $2 to $1.85 and you stil 
are not affecting production in that area, whereas if you lowered the 
price support below $1.50 to $1.75 those people would then definitely 
shift to alternative opportunities. 

Senator Youne. Your program wouldn't. show up until we got the 
price of wheat below $1.50? 

Mr. Woottey. Not necessarily.. I am not. saying that is the point 
where it should be. I don’t know where the point should be. 
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All we are saying is that, let’s have the price support at a level that 
will give protection to areas where they can grow a crop most profit- 
ably but let’s don’t set it so high that we induce people to go into the 
production of the crops that they otherwise would not go into. 

Senator Youne. Can’t you give us some estimate on the figures? 
You are the biggest of all-farm organizations. If you can’t give an 
estimate—— 

Mr. Woottey. It is a continually shifting situation. We would just 
merely set it at a level by experience that would result in production 
staying in the areas that are naturally the most profitable areas. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Woolley, I think I know something about the 


production of wheat in North Dakota. “I have been in that business 
all my life. 


Mr. Woottery. Yes. 

Senator Youne. If you got the price of wheat down below $1.50 a 
bushel under present conditions you would have most of the farmers 
broke. 

Mr. Woottey. The price for North Dakota wheat wouldn’t go below 
$1.50. The reason why the level of the price of wheat generally rides 
on the support level is because so much excess production has been 
encouraged. 

Senator Youna. I just pointed out awhile ago the freight rate to 
Buffalo, N. Y., which is the big milling center, and the big center of 
consumption of wheat in the United States. It is now 71.7 cents a 
bushel. 

Mr. Woottry. Which is very high. 

Senator Younc. If you have got wheat down to $1.50 a bushel on the 
farm 

Mr. Woottry. What is it to Minneapolis? Isn’t that a big milling 
area ? 

Senator Youne. 28.8. 

Mr. Woottey. Isn’t that a big milling area? 

Senator Youne. It is a big milling area but the big consumption 
area is Buffalo, N. Y., where you have to go to export, or down the 
Mississippi. 

Senator Exrtenper. We never thought of growing wheat in Touisi- 
ana when I was a boy back in 1909, 1910. We never thought about it 
and here we are growing it profitably. We could grow it without 
price supports, in contrast to what is grown in North Dakota, prob- 
ably, for feed purposes, but you compete with other grains that are 
produced and I think IT know what I am talking about. 

I would like to say this, that when I was at college back in 1910 and 
1911 for two summers, I pitched wheat to pay my way through college 
and pitched it at Great’ Bend, Bison, Stafford, among other places in 
the wheat area. Are you familiar with those places? 

Mr. Boonr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Errenper. I know a little bit about it. 

Mr. Boone. Did you do your pitching from a header bar or a com- 
bine? 

Senator E.itenver. In Kansas we put it in a big stack where it went 
through the sweat. 

Mr. Boonr. You used the header bar and you pushed it out ? 

Senator E.tenper. Later on, when I married and took my wife 
and my son there in 1921, I visited some of the farms where I pitched 
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wheat in 1910 and it was all different. It required 32 men to handle 
teams and other things to thresh wheat back in 1910 and when I went 
back, only 3. You had these combines, great combines. 

Mr. Boon. Now, the farmer probably in that area doesn’t even 
own his own combine. He has a custom operator come in, 2 or 3, and 
harvest his wheat in 2 days. 

Senator ELtenper. In my own State, in the production of rice, they 
don’t depend on sunshine any more to dry the rice. They build huge 
dryers and, of course, the complexion of the whole farm program 
and production has changed. 

Mr. Boonzr. That is the thing that we feel makes it necessary that 
there be a little more latitude among farmers making these choices. 

Now, if the other areas that have recently got into the wheat grow- 
ing business can produce wheat more economically and produce a 
product that the market wants, I think it would be inevitable that it 
would eventually take over the wheat market regardless of which 
= wego. 

don’t believe other areas can produce wheat cheaper. If they 
can, then eventually they will take over but we don’t want Govern- 
ment to put them in position to take over our crops. 

Senator Youne. If they can produce twice as much good-quality 
wheat and are much closer to market, they are bound to take the 
market over, price supports or no price supports. We aren’t planting 
acreage of wheat in North Dakota that we once had. We are going 
to be more in the cattle business, more in flax and soybeans and corn 
and hogs. 

eet Exvenver. It won’t be long before you get surpluses of 
those. That is what is going to happen. 

Mr. Boone. In Kansas, we produce a lot of grain sorghum and we 
plant a lot of wheat. We are talking about feeding wheat. It is a 
standoff. I don’t think there will be much difference in feed supplies 
either way you go. 

What we are recommending here, of course, is a referendum. 

Continuing with the statement—If there had been no minimum al- 
lotment provisions in the law, the national allotment would have 
been 12.4 million acres in 1957 and 23.1 million acres for 1958. It is, 
therefore, obvious that it would be impractical to drop the allotment 
as much as would be necessary to reduce supplies to a “normal” level 
in a single year. 

A severe reduction in acreage could develop shortages in the more 
desirable quality wheats. 

For your information, we are attaching copies of our complete 
policy resloutions on wheat and a few statistical tables in addition 
to those that have been mentioned which are designed to highlight 
the present wheat situation. 

You will note that we also are recommending that the 15-acre and 
200-bushel marketing quota exemptions be repealed. In view of the 
fact that Congress has provided a 30-acre exemption for farmers who 
desire to produce wheat for “home use,” there is no longer a justifica- 
tion for the 15-acre and 200-bushel exemptions. 

Senator Youne. I don’t think so, either. 

Senator Ertenper. You would leave production of feed as it is? 

Mr. Boonr. That’s right. We feel since it has been provided there 
is no justification for the 15-acre exemption. 

Senator ELLenper. You havea cry now to increase that. 
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Senator Younec. Kansas and North Dakota have been losing 
acreage. 

In checking you will find that a lot of these farmers under the 
15-acre exemption, have been increasing up to the full 15 acres with 
no thought in mind of getting a better wheat allotment when they 
increase their allotment though it is at the expense of the regular 
wheat producers. We have big farmers in the western part of our 
State and Montana and other areas where they have been increasing 
and paying the penalty or putting it under bond. 

Senator Etienper. Proceed, sir. 

Mr. Boone (continuing with the statement). Retention of this ex- 
emption merely adds to the amount of wheat moving in commercial 
channels and undermines the market of regular commercial wheat 
growers. The exemption for home use should not require the farmer 
to secure prior approval of the Government. 

We further recommend that the law enacted in 1957 to prohibit 
producers from building up an allotment base by overseeding be 
amended to provide that this rule shall not operate to reduce a farm’s 
allotment base. Although the objective of this new rule is commend- 
able, it illustrates the difficulty of trying to regulate individual farm- 
ing operations by law. As previously pointed out, past programs 
have encouraged producers to te ee eon are in the areas 
where moisture is the limiting factor in wheat production. If such 
producers continue to overseed they will lose acreage to areas where 
yroducers stay within their allotments. This comes about from the 
act that counties and States now get a credit for acreage diverted 
from wheat under control programs. The original purpose of these 
credits was to keep producers who comply with allotments from losing 
acreage to those who overseed. The effect, however, is to create a dis- 
advantage for areas which are subject to recurring droughts. We be- 
lieve that the solution is to eliminate the diversion credits for 1958 
and subsequent years. Since excess acres seeded for harvest in 1958 
and subsequent years are not to be counted in determining future 
allotments, the original justification for diversion credits no longer 
exists. 

Senator Youne. You would keep the soil bank, wouldn’t you? 

Mr. Wootiey. We are not now recommending any extension of the 
acreage reserve beyond what is provided by the present law. 

Senator Young. I see. 

Senator E:tenper. Proceed, sir. 

Mr. Boone. (continuing the statement). Putting off the penalty 
from 1958 to 1959 does not solve the problem. The high-risk, low- 
cost. areas which are mainly in the high plains will be further handi- 
capped if farm bases are reduced due to overseeding.. Problems of 
proper land use, and the crop insurance features of carrying over 
excess wheat from good crop years to bad crop years are also involved. 

I might say right here that we are recommending in our resolution— 
I don’t believe it is in the statement—an increase in cash penalties 
for overseeding to 75 percent of the support price in the area. It is 
in the resolution attached to this statement. 


SUMMARY 


_ Wheat farmers face the problem of shrinking per capita consump- 
tion concurrently with a steadily increasing yield per acre. Sur- 
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pluses are building up under a 55 million acre minimum national al- 
lotment. Export sales and gifts are at record levels which cannot be 
expected to continue indefinitely. 

The right of the traditional low-cost high-quality wheat producer 
is being threatened. 

Long delayed adjustments must be made to bring production into 
balance with effective demand. 

Farm Bureau recommends that wheat farmers be given a choice 
between present price supports with strict controls to eliminate the 
surplus within a reasonable time or lower supports with no restric- 
tions on production and marketing. We urge action be taken now 
to enable the necessary adjustments to be made along the lines de- 
sired by farmers. 

Senator Exuenper. Will you answer this question for me: 

How much would that support be under your second suggestion, 
a lower level of price support, at what level would you start? 

Mr. Boone. Well, we haven’t set a figure; we have not recommended. 

Senator ELLenpER. You are asking us to do something here, a lower 
level of price support with no control on production. That means 
that everybody in the whole United States could plant every acre 
of land he had to wheat if he desired to. That is true, isn’t, it? 

Mr. Boone. That’s right. 

Senator ELtenper. At what level would you start if you have made 
a study of this. If you cannot answer, let Mr. Wooley do so. 

I would like to find out if we will reduce: the surplus that you say 
is damaging, or shall I say dangling, over the market at the moment. 

Mr. Boone. What we are saying 

Senator Ex,enper. I know what you are saying. 

Many witnesses come up before us with generalities; that is all 
we get here sometimes, Let’s make this practical. You are offering 
two alternatives here: One, let us let the law work without any 
acreage, frozen minimum acreage, remove that. That will be one 
thing. Remove the frozen acres and let the price support remain 
as it is, unless it is reduced under the law, and acreage would be re- 
duced, as it now stands, to the point where you hope to reduce the 
surplus. 

Your second alternative is that a lewer price level be given, let 
people plant all the wheat they want without restrictions, take all 
restraints off. 

But I want you to tell this committee, what would you consider, 
what should the price support be to accomplish that. 

Mr. Boone. I certainly couldn’t at this time. 

Senator ELtenper. What do you suggest ? 

Mr. Boone. Well, I think that 

Senator ELLenper. It strikes me that you ought to, when you come 
before this committee, at least tell us what you think will do the job. 

You want—in other words, we have an abundant supply of wheat on 
hand, and you want to work that surplus off. I agree with you that 
some ways and means ought to be found to do that, but I would like to 
know at what level price support would have to be in order to accom- 
plish the suggestion you are giving us. 

Mr. Boone. The Kansas resolution stated at a level of approximately 
ree The Amrican Farm Bureau resolution doesn’t specify a 
evel. 

Senator ELLeNpER. 65 percent of what? 
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Mr. Boone. Of parit 

Senator ELLenper. How much would that be per bushel ? 

Mr. Boone. I have not calculated it. 

Senator Er.enper. Mr. Wooley, have you got any figures there ? 

Mr. Woottey. I have that here. 

Senator Eitenper. Let us have that. 

Senator Youne. What is the effective parity ? 

Mr. Boone. We did not come prepared to make a recommendation 
on this? 

Mr. Woortey. The effective parity price on wheat as of January 
1958 was $2.38. 

Senator ELLenper. 65 percent of that is—— 

Mr. Woottey. That would be $1.54? 

Senator ELtenper. You would have wheat running out of your ears 
if you put that thing through this year, and let ev réifodly plant. 

Mr. Woorttey. Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Eittenver. Certainly. 

Mr. Wootrry. Mr. Boone said that the Kansas Farm Bureau has 
suggested a level of price support of 65 percent of parity. You will 
notice that in the statement that Mr. Boone made that he suggested 
that you would have to hold the Commodity Credit Corporation stocks 
and manage them in such a way that you didn’t unload all of these 
surpluses on the market because that would, in itself, destroy the 
market. 

Senator E,tenper. But you have enough on hand now for at least 
2 years. I mean, for our own domestic supply. 

Mr. Woottey. Oh yes, that’s true, just about. 

The supply situation on July 1 was enough to take care of a com- 
plete year’s demand without hardly any more production. 

Senator Eirenper. Right. 

Mr. Woottey. That’s true. Therefore, we are saying in this state- 
ment that it is suggested that you would have to be very careful about 
the way you handled those surpluses, but we do give the farmers the 
— to decide. 

enator Ex.enper. Why do you say that?) Why would you have 
to be careful of handling it? Not to depress the price? 

Mr. Woottery. That is right. You would want to liquidate those 
surpluses in an orderly manner over a period of years and only move 
them into the market when supplies are short and move them into the 
export market. 

Senator Extenper. It is your considered judgment that by letting 
people plant all the wheat they want, no matter where it is in the 
United States, and giving a price support as suggested by the Kansas 
Farm Bureau that you could decrease surpluses this year or next year ? 

Mr. Woottey. I just wanted to make it plain that there is a differ- 
ence between the position of the American Farm Bureau Federation 
and that of Kansas, which Mr. Boone has already mentioned. 

Senator Ex.tenver. That is not peculiar to Kansas, by the way. 
Let me ask you this, then: What would your figure be ? 

Mr. Woottey. It would be the responsibility of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Senator Extenver. But you are suggesting it, though. 

Mr. Woorrry. No. 
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Senator ELLenper. Yes, you are. That is suggesting a plan. I as- 
sume that you would, if you were Ezra Taft Benson today, what 
would you do if you carried out your program there ? 

Mr. Woottey. Let me say what our program is and what we are 
suggesting and then I will be happy to respond further after that as 
to what I might do if I were the Secretary of Agriculture, if you 
want to insist I speculate on it. 

Our proposal is that you would give the producers the opportunity 
of saying: “We are going to do what the law basically contemplates 
and that is producers are to keep supplies in line with demand in re- 
turn for price support.” This is a fundamental basis of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 and the laws that have been enacted 
subsequent thereto. It is the responsibility of producers to keep sup- 
plies in line with demand. 

So we would say, let us fix up the provision of law in such a way 
that the producers can keep the supplies in line with demand in re- 
turn for a level of price support at what is currently provided for in 
the law. That is one alternative. 

And the other alternative would be to say to producers: “You can 
produce all the wheat you want to at a level of price support which 
will be caleulated to clear the market for the production that will 
result at that level of price support.” That is what our proposal is, 

Now, the question—I assume the next question is: What does that 
level of price support have to be? 

Senator Ettenper. That is what I have been waiting for. 

Mr. Woottey. We are of the opinion, and it is an opinion, and we 
are conscious of the fact that it is an opinion, and that ether people 
can differ with us and we respect their opinion—but it is our opinion 
that you should lower the price support to a point where the areas of 
the country which are the humid areas would not be encouraged to 
plant wheat in substitution for other alternative crops that they could 
plant. That would be the level. 

Senator ELtenper. Where is that? 

Mr. Wootitry. My judgment as of today is that it is some place 
between $1.25 and $1.50 a bushel, You have asked me for an opinion. 

I want to underline that it is an opinion and that it is my personal 
opinion. It does not happen to be the opinion of the organization be- 
cause the organization has not tried to pin the tail on the donkey as 
specifically as I have commented here. 

Senator ELLenper. Have you pinned it on the elephant? On the 
tail of the elephant ? 

You folks have gone into this making of suggestions without, evi- 
dently thinking it through as to the time it would require and what 
that beat down price ought to be. 

Mr. Woottry. No, we are saying that the level of price supports 
would be one that would be designed to clear the market at that point 
and that is a question of judgment. 

Incidentally, we would say that ought to be set by the Department 
of Agriculture. 

Senator Eiienper. I understand that, but the point is, though, that 
it would be possible to beat the price down so that you would possibly 
put so many people, that are now producing wheat, out of business 


that, wheat would have to be produced by someone else and not present 
landowners. 
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Mr. Woottey. You are going to have to adjust production one way 
or the other. You are either going to have to use Government force 
or you are going to have to use the effect of allowing people to produce 
what they can most advantageously. 

Some question which is the more cruel—the one that uses Govern- 
ment force is the more cruel. 


Senator Exxrenper. I agree that changes may be necessary. There 


is no question about that, but you are proposing one now and I am try- 
ing to get your thought through. 


ave you anything else that you want to add? 
Mr. Boone. We urge action be taken now to enable the necessary 
adjustment to be made along the lines desired by farmers. 
Mr. Chairman, I have here the American Farm Bureau Federation 
policy resolutions on wheat. 


AMERICAN FarM Bureau FEDERATION Poricy RESOLUTIONS ON WHEAT 
PRICE-SUPPORT GUIDES 


Where price support and production adjustment programs are used they should 
be designed to facilitate orderly marketing rather than to guarantee unrealistic 
prices. Thus we can better meet competition at home and abroad and grad- 
ually eliminate Government regulation of farming operations. With less inter- 
ference from Government the marketing system will be freer to operate effec- 
tively and efficiently. This will encourage the expansion of market outlets 
and the production of quality products in line with market demand. Where 
special export pricing is necessary to regain or maintain foreign markets 
we should return to a one price system as rapidly as possible. 

Price-support levels should take account. of competitive conditions, supply 
and demand, and market trends. They should not be based on arbitrary 
formulas nor left completely to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Neither should levels of support be automatically increased when supplies have 
been reduced. Im such cases, increases in acreage should have priority over 
increases in support prices. 

We urge the American Farm Bureau Federation board of directors to develop 
specific proposals for use in the establishment of price support levels which 
will be consistent with the best interests of farmers. 


WHEAT PROGRAM 


It is becoming increasingly clear that the present wheat program is inade- 
quate to eliminate existing surpluses or balance production with current market 
needs. 

We recommend that all wheat producers with allotments be given a choice 
in the next marketing quota referendum between (1) the present price-support 
program coupled with controls strict enough to eliminate the surplus and bal- 
ance production with market needs im a reasonable period of time (this would 
mean repeal of the 55 million acre minimum national allotment), and (2) a 
program providing lower supports with no restrictions on production or 
marketing (this would make possible a greatly expanded use of wheat for 
livestock feed). 

In view cf the fact that Congress has provided a marketing-quota exemption 
for farmers who desire to produce wheat, for home use only, we recommend 
termination of the 15-acre and 200-bushel exemptions. We further recommend 
that farmers be permitted to use the home-use exemption without prior govern- 
mental approval. 

Recent legislation designed to prevent wheat growers from building up allot- 
ments by overseeding should be retained; however, we favor an amendment 
to provide that this rule shall not operate to reduce a farm’s allotment base. 


MARKETING-QUOTA PENALTIES 


We recommend that the penalty on the marketing of overquota production 


be increased to 75 percent of the support price for wheat. (Omitted portion 
refers to cotton.) 
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Senator E:tenper. The data referred to in the appendix may be 
made a part of the record. 
(The data referred to is as follows:) 


APPENDIX TABLE 1.—Acreage and yield of wheat, 5-year averages, 1930-49, and 
annually, 1950-57 











Acreage (million acres) Yield per acre (bushels) 
Period ees As 
| 
Seeded Harvested Seeded Harvested 
| 
| 
SS... BL -| 66.7 | 54.2 11.0 13.5 
II, cncsiecccmteuenbn ie 73.2 | 57.3 10.4 13.2 
SONOS... no tee me eS eo 59.9 | 54.0 15.4 17.1 
i cccncdultnieananes Jad ucorinabumcoune 76.3 | 71.0 15.8 16.9 
DE: ints oudtbecain ee cinetit ihe ye ou tele 71.3 61.6 | 14.3 16.5 
Si ccnesiuhbe datums aaebitesl = 78.5 61.9 | 12.6 16.0 
Ss Rincbintgocaeneas se 78. 6 71.1 | 16.6 18.4 
EE nsnaquands tee Men ieciitisS ce eee | 78.9 67.8 | 14.9 | 17.3 
1954 ._... ae ‘ a 62. 5 | 54. 4 | 15.7 | 18.1 
SIRs cowws acne tte Bannack. cree. -aa ee 58.2 47.3 | 16.0 | 19.8 
RT 7 60.7 49.8 | 16. 6 | 20.2 
ten adadacsantes . a 49.9 | 43.7 | 19.0 | 21.7 





APPENDIX TABLE 2.—Supply and disappearance of wheat, 5-year averages, and 
annually, 1950-57 


[Million bushels] 























| 
| Supply Disappearance 
Year beginning July 1 | | 
| Carry- | Produc- | 
; over | tion Imports | Total! |Domestic} Exports | Total 
July 1 | 
ae — " nee nil ceneneiselpsentttastneitielepmmantanaitdeaibna - apie ites 
RI, sce dctencan ijn cone 325.9| 732.5 3.0 | 1,061.4 703. 5 60.8 764.3 
1935-39- 154.5} 758.6 14.2} 927.3 688.8 53.3 742.1 
1940-44. 446. 1 926.0 | 37.5 | 1,409.6| 908.2 55.3 963. 5 
1945-49. 193.3 | 1,202.4 | 1.2| 1,396.9 | 759. 1 415.4 1, 174.5 
1950... ; | 424.7] 1,019.4 11.9} 1,456.0/ 690.0} 366.1] 1,056.1 
1951__ s | 309.9| "988.2 31.6 | 1,419.7] 688.4 475.3 1, 163.7 
1952_. | 256.0} 1,306.4 21.6 | 1,584.0} 660.7 317.8 978.5 
1953_. | 605.5 | 1,173.1 5.5 | 1,784.1 633. 6 217.0 850. 6 
1954__ : | 983.5 983.9 4.2 1, 921.6 611.0 274.4 885. 4 
1955_.._.- eens | 1,036.2 934. 7 9.9 | 1,980.8 601.3 346. 1 947.4 
Ss aie demas _...---} 1,033.4] 1,004.3 8.0} 2,045.7 587.6 549. 4 1, 137.0 
1957 preliminary... ........-- ; LF 947.1 8.0 | 1,863.8 | 592. 0 400. 0 992. 0 
Seen entientie nt re po es ci a eye < Saat wesaene <a emer 





| 


1 Due to rounding, items do not always add to total. 


APPENDIX TABLE 2 (a).—Domestic disappearance of wheat by principal uses, 
5-year averages, 1980-49, and annually, 1950-57 


[Million bushels] 








Period | Food! Feed | Seed | Total? 
aired cee see iJasdtecameeeel 491.3 | 130. 5 81.1 | 703. 5 
1935-39... __- 6 NESS 495. 8 | 108. 2 84.7 688. 8 
1940-44... _- Rites 518. 1 | 268. 6 | 72.0 | 908. 2 
1946-40...._.....-- pa . 493. 6 173.8 87.2 | 759. 1 
1900-64... .....-- ; cidade ue 493. 1 | 108. 8 87.9 | 690. 6 
Ric cites ceemuadl ins 496. 5 102. 8 88. 2 | 688. 4 
1952-53... eee . é ; 488. 4 83.0 | 89.1 | 660.7 
1953-54... ___- 487.1 | 76.8 69.5 | 633. 6 
1954-66..........--- : ee coe 485.9 60. 1 64. 8 | 611.0 
1955-56 : : <i 481.4 51.5 67.7 601.3 
1956-57. ; : cera 480.7 | 42.7 56.9 2 580.8 
1957-58, estimate _ _. SF canes 4 479.0 50. 0 63. 0 592. 0 
1958-59, estimate - . .- ‘ 477.0 60. 0 65.0 602. 0 





1 Includes shipments to United States Territories and military food use at home and abroad. 
2 Includes industrial use which is not shown separately. 

3 Subject to revision. Adjusted on basis of final estimate of 1957 crop, total disappearance equals 
587,600,000 bushels. 


| 





: 
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APPENDIX TABLE 3.—Changes in State wheat allotments, 1989-58 


The 1958 national wheat allotment is the statutory minimum of 55 million 
acres. The first 55-million-acre national wheat allotment was in effect in 1939. 


The following table shows the changes in State allotments from 1939 to 1958 in 
order of magnitude: 





























1939 1958 Actual i Percentage 
State allotment allotment | change | change 
(acres) (acres) (acres) | 
| 
Colorado hadley ante eeteaintae 1,314,022 | 2,704,917 | 1,390, 895 | 105.9 
Oklahoma -aca-----| ~~ 8, 783, 954 4,859,635 | 1, 075, 681 | 28.4 
Montana . me she 3, 414, 642 4, 058, 327 643, 685 | 18.9 
Texas __ er sonia ‘asin cael 3, 684, 863 4, 164, 302 | 479, 329 13.0 
Washington___.___ aad c 2 eles 1, 681, 159 2, 014, 392 333, 233 | 19.8 
Michigan_-_-___. a j eine tee ae 669, 954 965, 008 295, 054 | 44.0 
Idaho- 7 RE i a on ob os le dsakea one ; 895, 549 1, 152, 744 257, 195 | 28. 7 
Nebraska... Rt in 4 aa 3, 049, 98% 3, 228, 377 | 178, 395 | 5.8 
New Mexico........_.__-_- : bas 313, 553 474, 243 160, 690 | 51.2 
Utah . pe ‘ a 209, 7 24 316, 068 106, 344 | 50. 7 
New York_ ‘ ‘ te dale 218, 158 315, 570 | 97, 412 44.7 
Oregon ‘ Gh ‘ 768, 303 | 816, 443 | 48, 140 6.3 
South Carolina____- ; sietuatd 110, 846 | 132, 719 | 21, 873 19.7 
Alabama._- or iiinecnennnaal 4, 734 | 2 23, 240 18, 506 | 390. 9 
Mississippi a : saseal 7 216, 256 | 16, 182 21, 867.6 
New Jersey-___ . 46, 924 53, 345 6, 421 | 3.7 
Louisiana -_- been hie bideledis anid Soe 2 6, 302 | CR ctl 
Florida ‘ . ‘ 1d Leesa). 23,383 | Gee 1c LJA'ts.. 
Massachusetts ES ce es 2702 | 702 | % 
Connecticut ; : , ah saat pone 2 587 587 : on 
Rhode Island_-_.___-_- eee ee se | 2 539 ge oe 
Vermont___- ‘i Te po anes 104 2 499 | 395 | 379.8 
Nevada. an a ----} 11, 968 212,317 | 349 | 2.9 
New Hampshire----__-- od east ain 2 68 | ae te 
Rising: ea 4, 387 | 21,519 | —2, 868 | —65. 4 
Arizona. ._- 30, 554 221, 401 | —9, 153 | —30.0 
Wyoming_- is as 302, 818 291) 578 —11, 240 | —3.7 
DE iio is ; 65, 115 49, 334 —15, 781 —24.2 
Ss iinades. 0d | 123, 630 107, 591 —16, 039 —13.0 
Delaware - - ‘ s | 68, 405 35, 439 —32, 966 | —48, 2 
Wisconsin... oa, 90, 203 48, 875 | —41, 328 | —45.8 
West Virginia__- ecaen ’ myst 115, 312 40, 393 | —74, 919 | —65. 0 
North Carolina - - ‘ ' a ‘ 363, 117 282, 796 | —80, 321 —22. 1 
Ohio- en Sinden . és 1, 654, 847 | 1, 553, 180 | —101, 667 | —6§.1 
BeeuoKy......-...... 337, 534 | 208, 652 | —128, 882 —38. 2 
Tennessee... ... ‘ ah : evecl 337, 139 | 195, 644 | —141, 495 | —42,0 
Maryland... __- ' eal 350, 926 | 185,390 | —165, 536 —47.2 
California s aoa} 626, 306 | 445, 004 | —181, 302 | —28.9 
Pennsylvania_.___- ; 772, 659 | 587, 517 —185, 142 | —24.0 
South Dakota. os 2, 943, 821 2, 736, 196 | —207, 625 | —7.1 
Virginia..--_-_- . , names) 482, 719 259, 436 | —223, 283 | —46.3 
EE ee hatin ~ 389, 177 | 138, 175 | —251, 002 | —64.5 
Indiana_______- th So _..| 1,481, 810 1, 137, 045 —344, 765 | —23.3 
ee. dee =< 3...) 2 2 108 1, 386, 663 | —402, 529 | —22.5 
Kansas__. | 11,067, 349 10, 638, 208 | —429, 141 | —3.9 
Missouri. -.....-.- on : . poonit 1, 705, 277 1, 273, 623 | —431, 654 | —25.3 
Minnesota-- Se ‘ oe 1, 418, 702 729, 866 — 688, 836 | —48.6 
North Dakota. -__._--- . oko at 8, 300, 0, 488 | 7, 309, 992 | —990, 496 | —11.9 
National reserve-_-.-._...-..---. dceiiicht laste Saban 16, 500 16, 500 — pi 
abn UMN. 2 Siok. acktawcee enh 55, 000, 000 r 55, 000, 000 | 0 | 0 





1 This table does not t reflect minor additions to 1958 State il idbvtensets biene a abdinad reserve of 16,500 acres 
There was no national reserve in 1939. 
2 Noncommercial area. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 4.—Wheat subsidies on exports under the International Wheat 
Agreement 


| Exports Total IWA Average 
Fiscal year beginning July 1 underIWA | subsidy | _ subsidy 
| payments | per bushel 
| | | 
| 


| (Million | 

} bushels) (Thousands) | (Cents) 
1949 , 141.4 $77, 795 | 55. 0 
1950 Led 8 178, 179 | 7 
1951 kes ‘ : hehe ; = 8 | 166, 928 | 
1952 7 125, 865 | 
1953 3. 3 58, 697 | 
1954 98, 482 
1955 89, 680 | 
1956 





86, 366 | 


Note.—Similar subsidies have been paid on nonagreement sales for several years. Our present wheat 


agreement quota is 132,098,561 bushels. Minimum and maximum prices under the IWA are $1.50 to $2 
per bushel. 


APPENDIX TABLE 5.—Farm prices and national average support prices, 1938-58 


United States} National av- | Price support 





Year beginning July 1 farm price, erage sup- | as percent of 
season aver- port price | July 1 parity 
age | 
andedctuak 2 es ‘al eee metbine - —— <n - anne 
1938 $0. 56 $0. 59 52 
1939 . 69 . 68 | 56 
1940 | . 67 . 64 57 
1941 . 94 . 98 85 
1942 1. 09 1.14 85 
1943 1. 35 1. 23 85 
1944 1. 41 1. 35 90 
1945 1,49 1. 38 | 90 
1946 1. 90 1.49 | 90 
1947 2. 29 1. 84 90 
1948 1. 98 2. 00 90 
1949 1. 88 1.95 | 90 
1950 2. 00 1.99 | a 
1951 2. 11 2.18 90 
1952 2.09 2, 20 90 
1953 2. 04 2. 21 | 90 
1954 2.12 2. 24 90 
1955 1.99 2. 08 | 2.5 
1956 1.97 | 2. 00 | 82.6 
1957 11, 94 | 2.00 | 79.7 
1958 1___ 1.78 | 75 
| 
1 Preliminary. 
APPENDIX TABLE 6.—Acreage allotments and seeded acreage, 1938-57 
National Seeded National | Seeded 
Crop Year | allotment acreage Crop Year allotment | acreage 
(million (millions) | (million | (millions) 
| acres) 1] | acres) 
1908. .weeos Vi acces 62. 5 | 79.0 1964: Jes... 62.8 | 62. 5 
1939. __. a 55.0 | 62.8 || 1955 55.8 | 58.2 
1940____ ju dadinbied 62.0 | 61.8 || 1956... 55.0 | 60.7 
1941____ tcl 62.0 | 62.7 || 1957_... | 55.0 | 49.9 
BOG cdddnabcncteasece | 55-0 | 53. 0 \ 1958. ...- «| SRD bait... cnideocace 
OU | 12.8 | 71.3 || | | 
a} 
' 


(Acreage allotments were proclaimed for the 1943 and 1951 crops but were terminated under emergency 
powers.) 





pees oe 





: 
' 
; 
' 
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APPENDIX TABLE 7.—COOC-owned stocks of wheat, quantity under loan, and 
delivered to COC, 1945-56 




















[Million bushels] 
| OCC stocks and loans out- | 
standing at year end (June 30) | Bushels Bushels Percent 
placed | golivered| Of CTOP 
Year beginning July | under to CCC turned 
Stocks Under loan over to 
owned loan Total ccce 
by CCC 
RIES cilia ck Su ntinn oedialvabthdd encennnfudnnnesmsdm 32.5 32.5 59.7 0.2 0.02 
SNe s6 1c snns cept cbbnncunewelcasimeiyes a “nf ian MN it i tition 2 rere 
ind MORI 2p nck Rnag peermcbutwsianieoes a 8 9.2 bn con, eee 
ICI, owing datbosaieews 227.2 16.3 243. 5 366. 0 290.9 | 22.5 
ig ce tli tiie aries engin dada inane 327.7 33. 5 361. 2 380. 8 247.5 22.5 
Sa gcse snvahcainanepiere arsenate teeth cite doesn wa 196. 4 11,2 | 207.6 196.9 41.9 4.1 
Re Sek a i Sr aetna tail 143.3 11.6 154.9 | 212.9 91.3 9.2 
Sak i Gi in en doth ech ed UAL ES mes che hth 470.0 22. 5 492.5 459.9 397.7 30.4 
De iduddeschedeieudintiviesiiceshastamient 774.6 75.3 849. 9 557.2 486. 1 41.4 
tia deh ogidiinbndiedienennainenee 975.9 14.1 990. 0 430.7 391.6 39.8 
Nits isi eceetiineitnbdinmn eteneneent | 950. 7 238.9 979. 6 320. 2 | 273. 6 29.3 
Rs dank tc adceiighicckcetecnacess 823.9 | 12.8 836. 7 253. 3 139.9 13.9 
RN ince niche ecg ecbiahnet ti teintginny int ecacinieniatenrnn nea all tces a trcecliiaal 1 209.6 |. diniiteiaitnehdnitianigs 
| | | 








| 
| 


1 Through Jan. 15, 1958. 


APPENDIX TABLE 8.—Summary of realized cost of agricultural programs primarily 
for stabilization of farm prices and income for wheat, fiscal years, 1932-56 
and 1957 




















[Millions] 
Realized cost 
Program lial ee 
1932-56 Preliminary 
estimate, 1957 
CCC nonrecourse loan, purchase and payment programs-.-_--.....-..-.--.-- $393. 0 $135. 6 
CCC supply, commodity export and other activities__...................-.- 150. 4 | 133. 2 
OCC tetal.......-.- oe sas coisa cansa ehadigtansomeemsisaeedl i ED bain sts ence ti ie 543.4 268. 8 
UE WS OOOO noon nn cede tins nwccecessnsws | 790. 5 86.4 
Donations of commodities to other nations___.._........--...-.----------..- 166. 0 43.6 
Commodities sold for foreign currencies under title I, Public Law 480__--.._- 302. 4 365.2 
Development of foreign agricultural markets, title I, Public Law 480___..---- BIS 6 win comncnilll 
Removal of surplus agricultural commodities_....................----------- 141.8 | 8.7 
ia hci tacit ddbianasoaiam hecuinth 15.0 | 13.0 
Acreage allotment payments under the ACP programi_-___.........-.-.-- See Rls - 22 oceans 
Acreage allotments and marketing quotas_-___..._._-.-._..-..-.-.-----.----- 45.1 | 12.0 
Parity payments, AAA of 1933, Agricultural Marketing Act revolving fund 
and payments to stabilization corporations. .................-...------.- hee ccocandiie 
SD n ohiccsecrennaracieetretoeraeceiaeeanns town ~uln ane Pancake akan 2.4 
To ccictivccone nngiietinniccndsieadsadssnde eee ay aanane pernapbieint tera 2, 943.0 781.7 


1 Represents income or minus expenditures. 

2 The total for 1932-56 excludes certain administrative expenses which cannot be allocated to individual 
commodities. It also excludes $244.9 million in program expenses which were raised by processing taxes 
on wheat. If we include the funds raised by processing taxes, the total cost of wheat programs for the fiscal 
years 1932-57 amounts to $3,969.6 million, but this still does not include all administrative expenses. 


Senator ELtenper. It has been very interesting. 
Mr. Boons. Thank you for your courtesy. 
Senator Ettenper. All right, sir, fine. 

Any further questions ? 

If not, Senator Allott, you are the next witness. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON ALLOTT, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Senator Au.torr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

_ On January 13, I introduced S. 2977, a bill similar to H. R. 10011, 
introduced by Congressman Hill, S. 2980, introduced by Senator 
Carroll and I believe other bills were also introduced, to prevent the 
effectiveness for the 1958 wheat crop of Public Law 85-203 of the 84th 
Congress, lst session, also known as the Anfuso bill. The effect of 
section 2 of Public Law 85-203, signed into law on August 28, 1957, 
was to prevent wheat producers From using overplanting of allot- 
ment to increase their wheat history for future allotment Laccatna: 
tion. As I will discuss more fully, I subscribe to, and support, this 
principle as a necessity for a successful wheat program. However, as 
most wheat producers were not advised of theeffect of this law until 
after they had planted their 1958 crop, it is my considered opinion 
that the effectiveness of that provision should not apply to the 1958 
a and, accordingly, I introduced S. 2977. 

ur wheat producers, therefore, find themselves in the position of 
having either to plow up excess plantings which were heretofore per- 
mitted by our Government and thus lose the cost of preparing the 
soil and planting, or harvesting the 1958 wheat crop and suffering 
a loss of history used in computing allotment. All of this is due to 
the failure of the Department to notify them in time to adjust their 
operations to the effect of Public Law 85-203, the Anfuso bill. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that I have here in my hand and I have 
in my office several original notices that went out from the county 
offices to our farmers. This one happens to be from Phillips County at 
Holyoke and is dated November 1. 

I also have in my office one dated October 1 and October 8. 

In a country such as ours when plantings are ordinarily made as 
early as August and mostly during the month of September, it is 
obvious that a notice that didn’t come out until this time was entirely 
inadequate to inform the farmers of the change in the law and to 
permit them to adjust their operations with the new situation, - 

Senator Ex.enper. Didn’t they know about the law when spring 
wheat planting time came ? 

Senator AtLorr. We don’t grow spring wheat to speak of. 

Senator ELttenper. When do you start planting? 

Senator Atxiorr. On occasion it is planted even as early as the 
forepart of August, but always I have known wheat to be planted, 
the great majority of instances, in September, although sometimes it 
is planted as late as October. 

I would like to refer to Mr. Fiedler here from Colorado. 

Will you confirm that? 

Mr. Frepter. That’s right. The bulk of the planting in Colorado 
is during the month of September. 

Senator ELtenper. Are you gentlemen going to testify on that same 
subject ? 

Mr. Frepter. Yes. 

Senator ELLENper. Step forward; sit here. 








SSS 
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Senator Atxorr. I am happy to introduce my constituent, Mr. Theo- 
dore Fiedler, of Holyoke, and this gentleman is Mr. Floyd Root, presi- 
dent of the National Association of Wheat Growers. 

Mr. Fiedler is from Holyoke and I have known him for many years 
and he is a very competent farmer, very competent in his field. 

So, with that situation, these farmers have committed themselves, 
put their money in the ground prior to the time they ever got any. 
notification from the Department of Agriculture. 

Following further discussion with the many wheatgrowers and, spe- 
cifically, the National Wheat Growers Association officials, it is my 
opinion that the principle of 8. 2977 should be promptly enacted into 
law. 

This bill says that section 334 (c) of the Agricultural Adjustment. 
Act of 1938 as amended is amended by adding at the end thereof two 
sentences reading as follows: 


For the purposes of the first sentence of this section, the past acreage of wheat 
the regulations issued by the Secretary for determining 1958 farm wheat acreage 
on any farm for 1958 shall be the base acreage determined for the farm under 
allotments (22 P. R. 2337, as amended) ; if subsequent to the determination of 
such base acreage the 1958 wheat acreage allotment for the farm is increased 
through administrative review, or court proceedings, the 1958 farm base acreage 
shall be increased in the same proportion. The past acreage of wheat for 1959 
and subsequent years shall be the wheat acreage allotment, plus, in the case of 
any farm which is in compliance with its farm wheat acreage allotment, the 
acreage diverted from the production of wheat: Provided, That in the case of 
any farm on which the entire amount of the farm marketing excess is delivered 
to the Secretary or stored in accordance with applicable regulations to avoid 
or postpone payment of the penalty, the past acreage of wheat for the year in 
which such farm marketing excess is so delivered or stored shall be the farm 
base acreage of wheat determined for the farm under the regulations issued by 
the Secretary for determining farm wheat acreage allotments for such year, but 
if any part of the amount of wheat so stored is later depleted and penalty becomes 
due by reason of such depletion, for the purpose of establishing farm wheat acre- 
age allotments subsequent to such depletion the past acreage of wheat for the 
farm for the year in which the excess was produced shall be reduced to the farm 
wheat acreage allotment for such years. 


Some additional changes appear to be in order. I have distributed 
to the eommittee copies of what I have read to be introduced today or 
Monday, which includes the principles of S. 2977 freezing the history 
of individual wheat producers insofar as the 1958 crop is concerned. 

Senator Exrrenper. Let me see if I understand this. This bill is 
for overplanted wheat? This affects overplanted wheat ? 

Senator Attorr. That’s correct, sir. 

Senator Extenper. What you want to do is to make it so that this 
overplanted wheat will form the allotment of the grower for succeed- 
ing years? 

Senator Attorr. No, sir; just the contrary. What I want to do— 
you will recall the bill we passed last year, signed by the President 
on August 28, commonly known as the Anfuso bill 

Senator ELtenper. Yes. 





Senator Atiorr. Which said, in effect, that farmers could no longer 
plant acreage in excess of the law and secure for themselves an in- 
crease in their history for the planting of wheat. 

Senator Younc. Would you yield there; Senator Ellender? Here 
is the way it worked out. If the farmer overplanted his quota but 
stayed under his base, he tended to lose acreage, but then these farm- 
ers later found out if they overseeded their quota and went clear over 
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their base they increased their future allotment. That was one of 
the reasons for this law. 

The Department official here could do a better job of explaining 
it, but, oddly enough, that is the way it worked out. 

Senator Atiorr. | appreciate the comments of my good friend from 
North Dakota. That is the way it worked out. And now, I concur 
completely with the principles of the Anfuso bill, but, because it 
changed what the Department had permitted for a great number of 
years, it left our farmers in a difficult situation. Because they had 
no notice of it from the Department of Agriculture or from their local 
counties, they had their money in the ground and their only choice 
today, now that we passed that bill, is to plow up their wheat, which 
is just like taking money and burning it or else to harvest the wheat, 
in which event they will suffer a historical damage in their base or 
allotment, Senator— — 

Senator Younes. Their allotment 

Senator Attorr. Their allotment will be lowered as a result of that. 

Senator Etienper. Their allotment for this year ? 

Senator Atiorr. For future years. 

Senator Youne. What they are proposing, in short, I think, is 
this—Mr. Root can explain it, I think, better than any of us. He 
is an Oregon wheat farmer. 

Senator Exvienper. If we could have a concrete example for the 
record, I would like to have it. Are you affected by this law? 





STATEMENT OF FLOYD ROOT, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF WHEAT GROWERS, WASCO, OREG. 


Mr. Roor. Yes; it affects all wheat farmers. 

Senator Exxenper. Let us take your example now. You plant how 
many acres ¢ 

Mr. Roor. I believe we could explain it a little better. We met 
with the Department yesterday afternoon and arrived at the solu- 
tion that the Senator is speaking of. With us this morning is an 
official from the Department, who is qualified to explain it better 
than I. 

Senator Youna. This is a very technical thing, Senator. 

Senator Erienper. That is why I have difficulty understanding it. 

Senator Youne. You want the man from the Department to come 
on now, then? 

Senator Ettenper. Let Senator Allott get through. We will get to 
the Department in a minute. 

Senator Atxorr. Let me say that then we have somebody from the 
Department to give you a specific example. 

Senator ELLENpeER. I am sorry I interrupted you. 

Senator Anxorr. It does work out that way. 

Senator Ex.enper. We will try to get to it. 

Senator Axuorr. Some additional changes now appear to be in 
order. I have distributed to the Committee, as I have already said, 
copies of the quoted bill. 

Additionally, the proposed legislation prevides, if a wheat farmer 
seeds more acreage than his allotment, he will lose all of his diversion 
credit with one exception. If he choses to put his wheat produced 
on overseeded acreage into bonded storage and use it at a later date, 
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he may do so without penalty. In a year when he does not produce 
his normal crop because of hail, drought, flood, or other natural causes, 
he may then use bonded, stored wheat to fill his normal needs. If 
at any time he should sell stored wheat in excess of his allotment and 

become liable for cash penalty, he would also lose his diverted acreage 

credit. 

In short, this proposal freezes the wheat allotments for the 1958 
crop as a matter of fairness, and for subsequent crops provides a 
double penalty for ONERPIAELRE except as necessary for the wheat 


Seat A ne SRR Es 


farmer to protect himself against loss of crop through natural dis- 
aster. The National Wheat Growers Association, as represented by 
my good friend, Ted Fiedler, and the Department of Agriculture 
will, of course, speak for themselves, but it is my understanding 
that both believe this legislation appropriate and desirable. It is a 
matter of fairness, as I have explained. I want to add that I have 
talked to Mr. McLain, of the Department of Agriculture, this morn- 
ing, within the last hour, and he has assured me that he feels that the 
| bill which I have here, the bill that is to be introduced 
4 Senator Youne. Substituted for the previous one. 

i Senator Atxorr. Yes. 

| Should be adopted. I cannot too strongly urge the importance of 
promptness in the enactment of this legislation. It is extremely im- 
portant that this legislation be considered separately from any other 
legislation affecting wheat. It is important that this question be re- 
| solved immediately in order that our farmers may properly plan their 
operations. This legislation should be noncontroversial. The de- 
} 

| 

| 

| 








struction date for overplanted wheat is approximately 30 days ahead 
of harvest. If the provisions suggested here were enacted into law 
tomorrow, it would be none too soon. It is in the nature of a technical 
revision to eliminate a very real hardship situation among the com- 
mercial wheatgrowers of this country. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
urge prompt and immediate action upon this legislation which so 
vitally affects the wheat farmers of our country. 

I might say this does not just apply to Colorado. It applies, I think, 
to a great portion of the Great Plains area. 
| I want to thank the chairman and my distinguished colleague for 
i his courtesy to me and I will be happy to answer any questions I can. 

' 


Ptosracuta weit 


Senator Extenper. Suppose we have the Department, if you don’t 
mind, at the moment. 

Senator Young. I think it would be well if we did. 

Senator E.tenper. The Department witness can tell us what hap- 
pened under the law that was enacted last year and made it different, 
what the present suggestions will do, and what the present suggested 
bill would do. 


TESTIMONY OF J. ALTON SATTERFIELD, ASSISTANT CHIEF, PRO- 
GRAM ANALYSIS BRANCH, GRAIN DIVISION, COMMODITY STABI- 
LIZATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Senator Ex.renper. Mr. Satterfield, will you first tell us what the 
situation was before the law that we passed last year went into effect. 
(Public Law 85-203.) Then tell us what the law enacted sought to 
do, and now what the present bill seeks to do. 
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Mr. Sarrerrievp. I understand. 

Senator Extenper. I would like for you to give it to us in that 
order. 

Mr. Sarrerriecp. Prior to the enactment of Public Law 85-203, 
commonly referred to as the Anfuso bill, producers who planted wheat 
in excess of their allotments received credit for the entire planted 
acreage, for history purposes. 

Senator ELLenpver. What do you mean credits? 

Mr. SarrerFievp. It counted as past history of wheat. 

Senator ELtenper. Even though it was above? 

Mr. Sarrerrtetp. Even though it was above the allotment or above 
the base. 

Senator Younc. You stated, over base. 

Senator E.tenper. But if he stayed under base he tended to pull 
down acreage ? 

Mr. Sarrerrtetp. Yes; prior to the enactment of the Anfuso bill. 

Senator Extenper. That is the point I wanted to clear up. 

Mr. SatrerFie.D. Prior to the enactment of the Anfuso bill any pro- 
ducer who seeded wheat for harvest as grain in excess of his farm 
allotment but below the farm base acreage of wheat would lose 
allotment acreage. 

Senator Younc. If he had overseeded enough, gone over his base 
he would have tended to increase his acreage, but if he overseeded his 
quota, but stayed under the base, he tended to pull down. 

Mr. Sarrerrretp. That’s correct. 

Senator Attorr. Could I try to boil down the situation in one state- 
ment ? 

What we did, the way the law was administered. We put allotments 
on the individual farmer, but if he exceeded those allotments, he built 
up his history so that his allotment got larger. 

Senator Exxrenver. That is the point. That is what I wanted to 
find out. That is the way I understood it awhile ago, so that he could 
increase his acres by overplanting, by violating the law. 

Senator Atxorr. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Satrerrietp. The Anfuso bill put an end to that. 

Of course, with its enactment coming late in the summer, in fact, it 
was signed by the President on August 28, there were probably many 
farmers who had seeded their wheat previously since they had suitable 
moisture conditions early in the season. 

As a result of the law being changed after they had seeded their 
crop, I think the Department was probably a littl—— 

Senator Extenper. How could you interpret the law that way? 
Senator Young points out that it worked differently in his State than 
it did in Colorado? 

Mr. Sartrerrretp. We are getting down to it with the Anfuso bill, 
the way it works in his State now. 

After that bill was enacted into law, we interpreted it that any pro- 
ducer who seeded wheat for harvest as grain in excess of his farm allot. 
ment would lose allotment acreage or even if he seeded wheat in excess 
of his allotment, but below his base, he would also lose allotment 
acreage. 

Senator Ertenver. Off the record. 

Discussion off the record.) 
enator ELLenperR. Proceed. 





DS een as 
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Mr. Sarrerrietp. Well, Senator, I would like to explain something 
I think you are entirely familiar with on rice. 

I discussed the application of this provision, as applied to rice, with 
Senator Young and Senator Schoeppel either 2 or 3 years ago when 
we first tried to get it enacted into law for wheat. 

But for rice, the law was amended in 1949 to add this provision 
which was prior to the first rice allotment program instituted after the 
war. 

We haven’t had any trouble with it whatever. 

We have had better than 99.9 percent participation. Such high par- 
ticipation has been attained only because the excess acreage provision 
has served as a definite deterrent to the overplanting of farm _allot- 
ments. Rice producers are not going to lose allotment acreage by over- 
planting their farm allotments. 

There is no monetary penalty that you can place on wheat which will 
stop all overplanting where your basis for penalty is the normal yield, 
— weather conditions at seeding time is a much more dominant 

actor. 

Where a producer can fertilize his wheat or can irrigate it and 
produce 2 or 3 times the normal yield for the farm and pay a penalty 
on the basis of such normal yield, the penalty rate would have to be 
terrifically high if he is to be discouraged from taking advantage 
of the intent of the law. 

So I think that the approach involved in Public Law 85-203 is 
the only approach you can take which will serve as a definite deter- 
rent to the overplanting of farm allotments except in cases when the 
producer intends to store the excess, delivers it to the Secretary, 
or to deplete it in subsequent years by underplanting or under- 
production. 

Senator Youne. If you will yield there, Senator Ellender, this is 
one of the reasons why so-called commercial wheat, States have been 
losing acreage, they have been overseeding allotments and in doing 
so they tend to pull them down, to pull down the allotment of the 
base of those who have abided by the quotas. 

Senator ELttenper. They were compensated in having bigger acres 
to plant in future years. 

Senator Youna. If they increased their base. 

Senator Exienper. I don’t know how that got by. 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. If they increased their base, that would work 
against the cooperators. They would lose allotment acreage. 

Senator E:tenper. I don’t see how you could talk about—— 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. It is in the law. Not many producers took ad- 
vantage of it prior to 1955. 

Senator Youne. May I explain the two ways in which they did it ? 

Some. of them overplanted and paid the penalty and, as Mr. Satter- 
field said, raised enough additional over: normal yield to be able 
to afford to do that. 

They increased their base by doing that. 

The other ones, and that. provision is still in the law, overseeded 
and put their additional wheat under bond so that in succeeding years 
if they had a poor crop and yield was below normal they could then 
market it. The overseeding is what we were trying to get at in the 
bill passed last year, which did correct it. But the big problem was, 
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it didn’t pass Congress soon; enough. When they voted on wheat 
quotas they were not aware of this thing. 

Mr. Sarrerrtetp. That is another problem that we were not aware 
of at the time the bill was being considered. 

Mr. Roor. The law had not been signed by the President, or even 
passed by Congress, on June 20th, the date of the marketing quota 
vote. 

There is one other thing that is causing this acreage shift at the 
present time. It is the permission under ‘the present law for a man 
who has a 4-, 5- or 6-acre allotment to plant up to 15 acres without 
penalty, he can plant 15 acres for 3 years and get a 15-acre base. 

Senator Youne. That is where it 1s going to move 

Mr, Roor. It is moving east of the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers. 

Senator Attorr. And out of the commercial wheat States. 

Mr. Roor. Out of what we have always classified as the commercial 
wheat States. 

Senator ELtenper. The farmers as a whole are pretty sharp, are 
they not? They always find some way—I don’t mean to beat anybody, 
but I mean in getting the best advantage. I presume that is natural. 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. Yes. 

Senator Youne. Under the proposal pending here now, the farmers 
who were overseeded, would they gain an aditional acreage on their 
base ¢ 

Mr. Satrerrietp. They would not gain additional acreage over their 
base. Every one would be given their base acreage. 

Senator Youne. That probably represents the best way out of it 
because if you just postpone the operation of this law 1 year you would 
have to advise, or I would have to advise my spring wheat farmers 
that the only way they can hold their acreage is to overseed, 

Mr. Sarrerrtetp. It would further distort distribution, the national 
distribution a lot, of course, by adding that additional year’s history, 
of unbalancing. 

It seems that it is about the best solution that we could work out, 
would be to treat them all alike, say, in view of the fact that the law 
was passed so late in the season that many farmers had seeded their 
crop, that we will forgive them this 1 year and give everybody credit 
for their base acreage. 

Mr. Sarrerrtenp. They still have to pay their penalty. 

Senator ExLenper. I can see justification for that. 

Senator Youna. Here is another angle to it. 

If this legislation is going to be passed, it should be passed in time 
so that the spring wheat farmers now would have warning as to the 
change in the law. 

Senator Atxorr. That is right. 

Senator Youne. If we fool around with this bill to the middle or 
the last of May, then the spring wheat farmers——- 

Senator ELtutenper. The diffic -ulty is, Senator, I posed it before this 
committee in early January, as well as when we adjourned last year, 
that I see little chance of passing any kind of a bill on its own affecting 
any of the basic commodities. 

I hope we can make an exception of this but I doubt it. 

Senator Youne. You would almost have to do it, Senator Ellender. 
I think we have a real problem here. This is the best solution that has 
come forward yet. 
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I would have had to oppose the other because we in the spring wheat 
area would have continued to lose acreage. This is the best solution. 

But in order to be fair to the spring wheat producers, the legislation 
should be gotten through Congress by the 1st of April. 

Mr. Satrerrtevp. The language as written would take care of them 
= they ought to know about it, very shortly, if it is going to become 
a law. 

Senator Arnorr. When you say, “the law as written,’ you mean 
the language in the proposed bill to which I have referred ? 

Mr. Sarrerrietp. Yes. 

Senator Extenper. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Extenver. Is there anything else you wanted to add, Mr. 
Satterfield? I think we understand. and the record is now straight. 

Mr. Satrerrtetp. Well, we have had two meetings within the De- 
partment in the last 2 days and throughly gone into the problem which 
we are faced with. 

We have come up with the language that Senator Allott has in his 
bill which we think is the best solution to the problem. 

Senator Attorr. You have a copy of it? 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. It would retain the provisions of the Anfuso bill 
and at the same time permit farmers to continue to store excess pro- 
duction when they are using it as an insurance feature. 

Senator Ertenper. We have a copy of that bill, as modified, or sug- 
gested by the Department, I believe. 

saath Attorr. You have been supplied. I have distributed copies 
of it. 

Senator Youne. Let me ask this question, to be perfectly clear. 

Under the Anfuso bill, the farmer who overseeded would be penal- 
ized on future base acreage ? 

Mr. Sarrerrrep. Yes. 

Senator Youne. Under this proposal you would freeze the acres 
for this crop year ? 

Mr. Sarrerrretp. This bill would give each producer credit for his 
farm base acreage of wheat in 1958 with the Anfuso bill taking effect 
thereafter except for producers storing excess wheat. 

Senator Younc. Would it allow him to gain acreage? 

Mr. SarrerFrevp. No, just maintain status quo for 1958. 

Senator Youna. Freeze acreage? 

Mr. Satrerrtetp. Yes, but after 1958, if he persisted in continuing 
to overplant and he didn’t store or deliver his marketing excess to the 
Secretary, he would lose allotment acreage. 

Senator Youne. What I want to do is figure out just how this 
would affect the various States and all these proposals. 

Mr. Sarrerrrecp. We have it figured out. 

Senator Youne. For the following year, too? 

Mr. Satrerrrecp. We have it figured out for all the different pro- 
posals we have had except this one which we are talking about here. 

Senator Youne. Would you let me know how it will affect the year 
following ? 

Senator Exrenver. Is the penalty increased under this recent act? 

Mr. Sarrerrrerp. No. 

Senator Ettenver. What about storing of excess wheat, that is per- 
mitted also? 
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Mr. Satrerriecp. Yes. 

Senator ELtenper. Which I think, may be, a bad thing. 

Mr. Sarrerriecp. In areas where you frequently have bad crop 
years, such as the drought areas of the High Plains and the Southwest, 
it is a desirable feature for the producer who is likely to miss a crop 
now and then to be able to store hi marketing excess and utilize it for 
his marketings in the years he fails to plant or produce his quota. 

Senator Auvorr. I think that’s right Senator. 

You see, in almost all of our areas we have been deprived of crop 
insurance. Nine counties in Colorado have been deprived of all rights 
to crop insurance. 

Our rainfall is, our average rainfall is just at that point where we 
can raise crops. If we get a little bit more than that, we raise crops 
and if we get a little under it, we don’t raise crops. 

So our farmers are constantly in the high plains area on the edge 
of whether or not they are going to raise crops. 

I personally feel and support that this principle of permitting them 
to store it under bond and use it against their subsequent years is a 
most desirable feature for leveling out the economy of our country. 

Senator ELLtenper. Do you wish to add anything else, Mr. Satter- 
field ¢ 

Mr. Satrerrreitp. No, sir. 


Senator Etitenper. Do you gentlemen wish to add anything further 
to what has been said ? 


STATEMENT OF THEODORE F. FIEDLER, SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WHEAT GROWERS, HOLYOKE, COLO. 


Mr. Frepier. In view of what has been said, I will file my state- 
ment. 


(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of committee, before presenting our recommenda- 
tions on this bill, I think we should review the reasons for the passage of Pub- 
lic Law 85-203 last July and its approval by the President, August 28. 

Section 1 of this bill allowed wheat producers to exceed their wheat allot- 
ment up to a total of 30 acres without penalty provided it was all used as food 
or feed on the farm and none was sold. It also provided that none of the acreage 
planted in excess of the acreage allotment could be used to inerease the acreage 
allotment by increased history for the farm under this exemption. Section 
2 of the law provides that no acreage planted in excess of the allotment on any 
farm could be used in establishing future allotments. 

At the time this legislation was before Congress, we were concerned about the 
interpretation and asked the Department of Agriculture for clarification. We 
understood from their answer that this provision would merely prevent the 
shifting of allotments away from farms, counties, or States that complied with 
their allotments, but would not penalize those that overplanted, by reducing 
their future allotments. After the approval of the law on August 28, 1957, 
many farmers learned (after their 1958 crop was planted) that they would suffer 
such a loss despite the fact they had voted on marketing quotas previous to 
the approval of the law. We consider this an intolerable situation. Many farm- 
ers who have suffered crop losses in the past and who had overplanted their 
allotments with the understanding that they could store the excess production 
under bond as a method of crop insurance but receive no price support, now 
find themselves denied this opportunity without suffering drastic reductions in 
future acreage allotments. Most of this story has been presented to your com- 
mittee by others so I will not dwell on it; however, I do want to emphasize that 
this law as now interpreted will not allow the wheat producer to store excess 
wheat under bond to be sold without penalty in the event of crop failure without 








































































































































































802 FARM PROGRAM 






reducing future allotments. This provision is very important to the plains area 
where drought has been such a factor in past years. 

Most such farmers will comply with acreage allotments, when they get some 
wheat in store for crop insurance, in order to be eligible for price-support loans. 
This is the main reason for the increase in overplanting last fall. There has 
been some abuse of this provision which can be corrected administratively by 
more care in establishing the normal yield for the farm. 

One more effect of this law that you should consider is that this acreage 
penalty for overplanting will stay in effect though markteing quotas were de- 
feated in any future referendum. 

Now before going further with a discussion of this particular legislation, 
I think we should present to you a study we have made of what has been ac- 
complished in the way of reducing supplies of wheat marketed in the part 4 
years, 1954-57, under our current laws in order to put the present problem in 
its proper perspective. After all acreage contro] is merely a tool to accomplish 
our objective of reducing market supplies. I believe also that you will agree 
that this should be done as equitably as possbile between areas, States, and 
growers. 

Now, if I may use this term, we have three major sinners and some minor 
ones when we survey what has happened to our objective the past 4 years. I 
shall discuss them in the order of their sinfulness. 


INCREASED YIELDS 


It is possible for some farmers, when acreage controls are applied, to reduce 
their acreage but through better farm practices such as application of fertilizer, 
irrigation, etc., increased yield per acre to offset partially or in full the reduced 
acreage while devoting this diverted acreage to some other crop. To determine 
what this factor meant in the way of wheat marketed, we had the Department 
of Agriculture determine the 10 year average normal yield by States for the 
period of 1942-51 and the average yield for the 4 years under controls 1954-57. 
In this comparison, 7 States showed lower yield for the latter period while the 
rest were higher from % bushel to 11.6 bushels per acre. (See appendix A.) 
We multiplied this difference in yield where higher by the acreage planted in 
1957 and the result showed an increased production for these 29 States of 
128,305,900 bushels. This offsets a lot of acreage reduction. 


OVERPLANTED ALLOTMENTS OF LESS THAN 15 ACRES 





You are aware I am sure that there are two kinds of treatment for the farmers 
who overplant their allotments.’ For those who do this but plant no more than 
15 acreas there is no penalty in marketing the entire production. In order to 
determine how much of this penalty free production is produced in excess of the 
alloted acreage the Department of Agriculture did not have the actual allotted 
acreage but made what they feel to be a very close estimate, this when multiplied 
by the 1957 harvested yield by States shows 94,520,500 bushels. I am sure the 
average yield of the State is much too conservative compared to the actual yield 
but it serves to show how important this type of noncompliance is in the produc- 
tion of wheat for market. I might add that there were 537,756 of these farms in 
1956 and 621,487 in 1957. (See appendix B.) 


OVERPLANTED ALLOTMENTS OF 





MORE THAN 15 ACRES 





The amount of wheat produced in excess of allotments which is subject to 
penalty seems rather small when considered in comparison with that previously 
mentioned. The 1957 figures are not yet available but for 1955 and 1956 they 
are almost the same. In 1955 there were 10,063,298 bushels subject to penalty 
but only 4,459,960 bushels were actually in the category of penalty paid, the 
balance was stored under bond. In 1956 the total subject-to penalty was 9,719,- 
538 bushels of which 3,048,007 was actually penalty paid and the balance stored. 
(See appendix C.) 

NONCOMMERCIAL WHEAT AREA 


12 States classed as noncommercial have no controls on production or market- 
ing. Five of them, Alabama, Arizona, Louisiana, Nevada, and Mississippi show 
an increase in acreage from 208,000 in 1955 to 457,000 in 1957. The production 
from this acreage is also moving to market without penalty. The 1957 production 
was 10,192,000. (See appendix D.) 
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We feel that something should be doneto provide a more equitable adjust- 
ment of production than is now provided in current law. (As you can see in 
our appendix D.) Whatever is done about the overplanting penalty on farms 


with allotments of more than 15 acres, it will have little effect on wheat supplies 
or production. 


We submit this production study merely as supplemental information for the 
committee. We do not expect any change in law by legislation at this time. 

Our recommendation on this legislation under consideration is that merely 
a postponement of this law for 1 year to take care of those who have unknow- 
ingly incurred a penalty, and letting allotments have 1 more year to shift would 
be unwise. We think instead it would be better to leave the law as passed last 
year as it is and amend the law further to do what the Department of Agriculture 
stated would be done last year when the legislation was before Congress. 

If the committee feels that it is advisable that the cash penalty on excess pro- 
duction should be increased on the 1959 crop to discourage overplanting, we 
would support it, but we feel it should be made a percentage of the county loan 
rate (possibly 70 to 75 percent instead of the current 45 percent of parity. 

In case it has not been called to the attention of the committee, the resolu- 
tions of the American Farm Bureau Federation on this problem are also in line 
with our position. “Recent legislation designed to prevent wheatgrowers from 
building up allotments by overseeding should be retained; however, we favor 
an amendment to provide that this rule shall not operate to reduce a farm’s allot- 
ment base.” Also on market-quota penalties, “We recommend that the penalties 
on the marketing of overquota production be increased to 75 percent of the sup- 
port price for wheat.” 

APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX B 
Farms with allotments of 15 acres or less 
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128,305, 900 
bushels 


95,520,500 
bushels 


10,192,000 6,671,531 
bushels 
3,048,007 


Production from Production from Production trom Production of Wheat 

increased yields overplanting of 5 non-commercial subject to penalty 

per acre. allotments of less Wheat States. (1956) (Bushels) 
than 15 acres. 


Senator Exitenper. Mr. Root, do you have anything else to offer? 

Mr. Roor. Yes, sir. What I wanted to add is as a separate item. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Floyd Root; I am a wheat producer 
from Wasco, Sherman County, Oreg. I am president of the National 
Association of Wheat Growers, whom I represent here today. 

We wish to commend the committee for their decision to hold hear- 
ings on wheat programs in an effort to find solutions to our immediate 
wheat problems. 

Senator Attorr. Mr. Chairman, if I may interrupt, I want to thank 
you for this opportunity for us to appear on this and I appreciate 
the consideration that you have given to it because it is very 
important. 

Senator Ettenper. That is our business. That is what we are here 
for. Weare glad to have had you gentlemen. 

Mr. Roor. I would like to thank Senator Allott for appearing here 
today and helping us with this problem that we are very vitally in- 
terested in. 

Senator ELienver. Is this the same subject ? 

Mr. Roor. No. Mr. Chairman, price support levels. At the an- 
nual convention of the National Association of Wheat Growers held 
in Spokane, Wash., the first week in February this year, the associa- 
tion passed the following resolution : 

We support the continuation of a national average level of price support for 
the 1958 harvest of wheat at not less than $2 per bushel. 

The National Association of Wheat Growers recognizes that lower- 
ing the support price 22 cents per bushel on the 1958 crop, as an- 
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nounced by the Seeretary of Agriculture will do nothing to improve 
the wheat problem. It will move no more wheat into market and it 
will not discourage production. If anything, it gives the producer an 
incentive to increase production, in orderto maintain income. In these 
times of increasing farm costs, lowering the price of wheat only ac- 
centuates the cost-price squeeze. With acreage allotments, every 
wheat farmer will seed every acre possible to wheat; therefore, the 
total seeded acres will be the same regardless of price. 

Senator Ex.tenper. What you are saying is that the lower the price 
you get for your product the more you have to produce of it to com- 
pensate for the loss? 

Mr. Roor. Yes, sir. 

PARITY FORMULA 


In the early days of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, Congress 
declared that the purpose of the parity formula was— 
to reestablish prices to farmers at a level that would give agricultural com- 


modities a purchasing power with respect to articles that farmers buy equiva- 
lent to the purchasing power of agricultural commodities in the base period. 


The so-called modernized parity formula violates this original 
concept. 

The purpose of modernized parity is to maintain a relationship be- 
tween prices of individual commodities rather than reflecting pur- 
chasing power of agriculture as related to costs of production. Mod- 
ernized parity assumes a commodity must become in scarce supply to 
increase its price in the market compared to all other agricultural 
commodities. This can hardly happen with wheat. 

Senator ELLenper. Let me interrupt you a minute. 

With respect to a suggestion made by Senator Hayden, what are 
the possibilities of raising the acreage limit which presently place the 
States in the commercial wheat area, where the present limitation is 
now 25,000, an average for 5 years ? 

Senator Hayden has asked what would be the views of the 
Department ? 

Mr. Sarrerrtetp. In raising that limit? 

Senator ELtenper.: Yes. 

Mr. Sarrerrtecp. [ don’t think they would be favorable, Senator. 
I haven’t heard that discussed. 

Senator Evtenper. That is what I thought. 

Senator Younc. Do you want my views, too ? 

I made that mistake the last time, and don’t intend to do it again. 

Senator E.titenper. I just wanted to ask the question while we had 
the members from the Department of Agriculture present; that is, Mr. 
Satterfield. 

Mr. Roor. I would like to make a-statement on this same subject. 
The National Association of Wheat Growers supported last year the 
proposal to reduce the acreage for the exemption of States from the 
commercial-wheat area. 

Senator Evnenper. Reduce it from 25,000? 

Mr. Roor. That. was part of the original Anfuso bill that was voted 
out on the floor of the House. 

Senator E.tenper. Senator Hayden wanted to increase it, I think, 
possibly, to 50,000, 

Senator Youne. That hasn’t worked out so well. 
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Mr. Satrerrimerp Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Roor. Congress has indicated in the past the United States 
should maintain a strategic reserve of from 300 million to 500 million 
bushels of wheat. Most everyone agrees this is necessary. Under 
modernized parity, wheat or any other commodity which is needed as 
a reserve will be penalized if the supply exceeds the current demand. 

Modernized parity is inconsistent with the policy of adequate re- 
serves of food. Congress has failed to correct the inequities of this 
formula in the past because the subject is so complicated. Also, the 
name “modernized” sounds like a fair and up-to-date approach. The 
modernized parity formula is not modernized because it uses the old 
1910-14 reference base period. Obviously, farming methods have 
changed during the past 48 years. Some more recent base, as closel 
representative of current conditions as possible, should be used, instead. 

Senator ELtenper. What effect would that have; increase the price 
of wheat? 

Mr. Roor. It would, but it would also reflect the increased cost that 
the farmer has at the present time—the increase in the cost of the 
things that the farmer has to buy. 

Senator E.tenper. As you know, we have that 10-year average. 
You would abolish that? 

Mr. Roor. Our recommendation is that we use the January 1947 to 
December 1949 base period instead of the 1910-14 base period. 

Senator Errenper. How much more would that increase the support 
price of wheat? 

Senator Youne. Senator Ellender, I have the latest tabulation of 
the Department of Agriculture, prepared only last week, on that. It 
would increase the parity price on practically all farm commodities, 
and it would be somewhere in between the old formula of 1910 to 1914, 
the so-called old parity formula, and the modernized parity. 

Mr. Roor. I don’t have the exact figures. I believe it is about 6 to 
8 percent. 

Senator Ettenver. It would increase it? 

Mr. Roor. It would increase all farm commodities that percentage. 

Senator E:renper. If we were to carry your suggestion, with the 
statement made by the Farm Bureau this morning, if we were to 
compare it, that would mean more wheat production, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Root. According to their statement. 

Senator Extenper. I say, but the point is, it just shows you what 
this committee is confronted with. Here we have the largest farm 
organization in the country, so they say, taking a position diametrical- 
ly opposed to yours. Don’t you sympathize with us? 

Mr. Roor. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exienpver. Thank you. 

Mr. Roor. We are recommending that the base period be January 
1947 through December 1949, because it is the most current period 
free from abnormal inflation, recession, or wartime activities. Another 
significant reason is that this is the period used by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics in figuring cost-of-living indexes, which are used extensively 
in labor contracts where escalator clauses are included. Furthermore, 
most modern techniques of farming now used were in effect during this 
period. Shifting the base forward to 1947-49 would not mean that 
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the new parity calculations would be any freer of the various limita- 
tions already discussed, but it would recognize, in principle, the desir- 
ability of meeting changing conditions instead of indefinitely holding 
conditions constant as of any particular base period. 

Senator Extenver. Mr. Root, I am sure you realize that you have 
less wheat consumption than in the past; that is, it is decreasing, and 
our surpluses are increasing. Have you any suggestion to make as to 
reducing the acreage, the base acres, the frozen acres of 55 million? 
What is your thought on that? 

Mr. Roor. We don’t recommend lowering the 55 million-acre mini- 
mum. 

Senator E.Lenpver. You think 55 million is rockbottom acreage 
that ought to be planted ? 

Mr. Roor. For the economic situation of wheat farmers, 55 million 
is the minimum. If Public Law 85-203, with the changes we have 
suggested today, shifts enough acreage back into the wheat area, then 
we might be in a better position to discuss lowering the 55-million- 
acre minimum. 

Senator Ettenver. I am not suggesting, but I am just asking. 

Mr. Roor. Until we get more allotted acreage back into what we 
call the commercial-wheat area, the 17 Western States, we wouldn’t 
be in position to recommend reduction in those figures. 


THE SOIL BANK PROGRAM 


The surplus-supply problem in the United States is a result of the 
demand for all-out production during World War II and the Korean 
emergency, the increased efficiency brought about by the use of im- 
roved varieties, better production methods, and, in some areas, by 
avorable weather conditions. From present indications and fore- 
casts, favorable weather this year will give us a big increase in wheat 
production in the southwestern High Plains area. 

After studying the wheat-supply problem for many years, we have 
concluded that we cannot get wheat supplies in line with wheat uses 
until we can move some of our crop into the historical feed markets 
we had prior to and during World War II. In developing this think- 
ing, we are aiming at annual wheat production of 1.1 billion to 1.2 
billion bushels per year, with a yearly disappearance of 500 million 
bushels into food uses, 350 million bushels into export, and the present 
100 million bushels being used for seed and feed, This leaves an addi- 
tional 150 million to 250 million bushels to move into feed channels. 
In discussing this approach to the wheat problem with other com- 
modity groups at the National Conference of Commodity Organiza- 
tions at Kanses City the 11th and 12th of December 1957, the confer- 
ence agreed to this line of thinking as a long-range approach to the 
wheat problem, and, further, agreed that at this time the domestic 
parity plan for wheat was the best long-range program for wheat. 

You, gentlemen, I believe, are familiar with the principles of the 
domestic parity plan for wheat as set forth in a bill introduced in the 
1st session of the 85th Congress by Senators Carlson, Neuberger, Case, 
Chavez, Barrett, Magnuson, Jackson, Young, Curtis, Humphrey, and 
Langer. I am referring to Senate bill 774; however, our purpose 
here today is not to discuss domestic parity. 
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We, as wheat people, are in complete agreement with the National 
Conference of Commodity Organizations that the immediate problem 
is the feed-grain situation, iol we want to work with other commod- 
ity groups through the NCCO to help reduce the present feed-grain 
supplice, In order to accomplish this, the National Association of 

eat Growers, at our recent annual meeting, approved and adopted 
the soil-bank program for wheat that was agreed upon by all commod- 
ities represented at the NCCO meeting last December at Kanss City. 

At this time I would like to quote, and read into the record, the soil- 
bank program adopted at our last meeting: 

A. We recommend that the conservation reserve section of the soil 
bank be strengthened and be made more workable in lieu of the acreage 
reserve section. 

B. When accepting the cropland for retirement under the soil bank, 
the United States Department of Agriculture should consider moving 
acres from production on an equitable basis, distributed as evenly as 
possible throughout the United States, to prevent creating economic 
problems for individual communities. 

C. We recommend that payments for wheat, under the conservation- 
reserve section, be set at a crop acre rate of $1 per bushel times the 
normal yield per acre for the acreage reduced from the annual wheat 
base. On farms where the normal practice is a strict wheat and fallow 
rotation, the annual payments shall be 50 cents per bushel times the 
normal yield per acre for the acreage placed in the conservation- 
reserve program. 

D. In order to encourage entire farm units to be placed in the con- 
servation-reserve, we recommend that no limitations be set on the 
amount of the payments. 

E. We recommend that provision should be made for adjusting 
conservation-reserve contracts in effect. First, to conform with any 
new provisions provided in this program, and second, to provide for 
adjustment in the contracted acreage in the event the wheat acreage 
allotment for the farm is changed. 

I would like to further explain this resolution. 

Senator Exienper. Before you do, are you advocating both the 
conservation and acreage reserves of the soil-bank program ? 

Mr. Roor. We are asking that the conservation-reserve section be 
strengthened in lieu of the acreage-reserve program, 

Senator Ex.ienper. There is afoot a plan to abandon reserve 
acreage ? 

Mr. Roor. We would like to see the conservation-reserve program 
strengthened. 

Senator Eititenper. Acreage reserve / 

Mr. Roor. In my area, and we can ask Mr. Fiedler about his area, 
the acreage-reserve prograin is not popular. 

Mr. Frepter. It is not popular in our area, either. 

Mr. Roor. I think that is true throughout most of the wheat area. 

Section A: We are of the opinion that the acreage reserve section of 
the present Soil Bank Act hasbeen. used more. as a disaster, drought 
relief program than as a conservation, crop-reduction program. And 
we feel that an expanded conservation-reserve program would take 
much of the acreage diverted from wheat out of feed-grain 
production. 
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Section B: When this portion of our resolution. was under diseus- 
sion, the Department of Agriculture was considering, a program in 
four States that would take entire farms out of procuction and.we 
were concerned about the effect on individual communities, if too many 
complete farm units were taken out of production in any one area. 

Section C; When discussing the rate of $1 per bushel.times the 
normal yield per acre, it has decided that this payment rate in. most 
wheat-producing areas would attract much of the diverted acres out 
of feed-grain production. The 50-cent rate on summer-fallow farms 
was to encourage farms with a strict wheat. and fallow rotation to cut 
back the first year to the wheat and fallow rotation on their allotted 
acres and to place their feed-grain acreage and their summer-fallow 
acreage for feed grains in the conservation reserve. Also, while it 
wasn’t incorporated in this resolution, it was indicated by the dis- 
cussion at that time that the signup for the conservation. reserve 
should be for an even number of years. 

Section D: I believe this section is self-explanatory, no limit on 
payments. 

Section E: This section means that any existing contract would 
be adjusted to conform with any new provisions of an amended Soil 
Bank Act, and for adjustment in the contracted acreage, in the event 
of a change in the wheat acreage allotment for the farm. It is hoped 
that the entire acreage diverted from wheat would be placed in the 
conservation-reserve program and none held out to take care of any 
changes in the future in the wheat-acreage allotment for the farm. 

Senator Youna. I don’t quite understand what you mean there. 
“The hope that the entire acreage diverted from wheat would be 
placed in the conservation-reserve program and none of it held out 
to take care of any changes in the future in the wheat-acreage allot- 
ment for the farm.” 

Mr. Roor. I will give you an example, Senator. A man farming 
a half section, or 320 acres in a summer fallow area, would have 160 
acres of wheat base and 160 acres of summer fallow. On his wheat 
side he would have 100 acres of wheat allotment, which he is plantin 
to wheat, and 60 acres of diverted land which he is planting to feed 
grain. On the summer-fallow side this farmer would have 100 acres 
of summer fallow for wheat the next year and 60 acres of summer 
fallow for feed grains the next year. 

It is our hope that this man would put all of his diverted acres 
and his summer fallow for feed grain production into the conserva- 
tion reserve, and not hold any acres back for future changes in his 
wheat-acreage allotment. 

Senator ELtenper. That would mean for a 10-year period ¢ 

Mr. Roor. We recommend an even number of years so he wouldn’t 
get out of balance with his normal wheat summer-fallow rotation. 

oe Etenper. You would have to change the conservation 
program 

r. Roor. The conservation program now is for from 5 to 10 years. 
Senator Exrenver. That’s right. Would you want to change the 
ears? 
Mr. Roor. The number of years? No, it should be so the wheat 
farmer in a summer-fallow area could sign up for an even number 
of years. 








ene 
i 19 Ra 


2 ROR RE DER AE ACT ae 





pF SRST Se. ane te re 


812 FARM PROGRAM 


Mr. Sarrerrrecp. Instead of odd years like 5 or 7. 

Senator E.tenprr. You contemplate the planting of grass only 
and not trees? 

_ Mr. Roor. We recommend that this land would produce no cash 
income. 

Senator Exrrenver. You would get income from the Government? 

Mr. Roor. Yes, as partial compensation for removing that land 
from feed-grain production. 

Senator Exrienper. According to what you are saying? 

Mr. Roor. In return for that income from the roiveeettindtit we 
would be taking land out of feed-grain production. I have worked 
up some figures that I received from the Department of Agricul- 
ture that show in the 17 Western States, where this would be most 
applicable, there were 21 million acres diverted from wheat in 1957. 

e will have to estimate what percentage of participation we might 
get with this type of a program. 

I have estimated 12 million acres. 

The average yield for the 17 Western States is about 16 bushels. 
Taking the 12 million acres times 16 bushels would give 192 million 
bushels of wheat, if this was produced in wheat. 

According to statements that Congressman Hope made several years 
ago, he showed that land diverted from wheat is producing 37 per- 
cent more tonnage in feed grains. So, instead of reducing the feed- 
grain production 192 million bushels we would be reducing the feed- 
grain production 192 million bushels times 137 percent or 263 million 
bushels. Ata price of a dollar per bushel for wheat, and using an esti- 
mated participation of 12 million acres, our proposal would cost $192 
million for the conservation-reserve portion of the wheat program, 
and would reduce feed grain production 263 million bushels annually. 

Senator Extenpver. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Roor. Wheat for feed: Another section of the wheat commit- 
tee report of the NCCO that I want to discuss with you (this was ap- 
proved at the annual meeting of the National Association of Wheat 
Growers) is the section dealing with wheat for feed. It reads as 
follows: 

Since compliance with the conservation-reserve program will materialy reduce 
feed grain production on wheat farms, the Secretary of Agriculture shall move 
100 million bushels of surplus CCC wheat stock into feed use annually. This 
shall be accomplished in a manner and in those areas where it will have the 
least adverse effect on the feed-grain market. 

This was discussed with the feed-grain people at Kansas City. At 
that time, they were aiming at a program which would reduce the 
feed-grain surplus to a normal carryover in 2 years, and it was agreed 
by all present. that since the wheat program (the conservation-reserve 
program for wheat) did not include a payment-in-kind feature that 
it should be our desire to get all of the crops out of a surplus situa- 
tion at about the same time, and it was agreed that in order to get 
wheat out of its surplus situation at about the same time corn and 
other feed grains arrived at that position, it would be necessary to 
move at least 100 million bushels of surplus Commodity Credit wheat 
stocks into feed use annually. 

National food reserve and national acreage allotment: The report 
further states that a minimum of 300 million bushels of good quality 
wheat should be maintained at all times by the Department of De- 
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fense as a national food reserve. Also it recommends that the mini- 
mum 55 million acre national acreage allotment shall be retained and 
the 300 million bushel national food reserve shall not be used in the 
computation of the national acreage allotment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have placed in the record at this 
time the report of the national programs committee of the National 
Association of Wheat Growers, approved at our annual meeting in 
Spokane, and also the report of the wheat committee, of the National 
Conference of Commodity Organizations. 

Senator Extenper. Those will be filed for the use of the committee. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Exienper. Is there anything further? 

If not, the subcommittee will stand in recess until Monday morn- 
ing next at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 1:15 p. m., the committee took a recess until Mon- 
day, March 3, 1958, at 10 a. m.) 
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